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Current Topics. 
New County Court Rules. 


A BATCH of new County Court Rules, to come into force on the 
lst of January next, reaches us too late for comment this week. 


The Land Transfer Rules. 


THE FOLLOWING question was asked by Mr. REMNANT in the 
House of Commons last week : 

Whether Mr. pe Tot is aware that new rules have been 
framed under the Land er Acts, to come into operation on the ist 
January next, whereby the ad valorem fees payable in connection with the 
purchase and mortgage of property after regi ion are largely 
pnranoregh = he ex ae ee ee bec «— — 
sequent dealings with registered property than are charged on 
registration ;.and whether he will postpone the introduction of the ew 

es until the Royal Commission at present engaged in taking evidence 
on the working of the registration al wt has reported on the working of 
the system, and on the expediency of continuing or determining its 
operation. 


The Attorney-General’s reply was as follows : 


I am informed that the Lord Chancellor, by whom the rules were made, 
was fully aware of the considerations mentioned in the question and dis- 
cussed the matter both with the Advisory Committee under the Act and 
with the Royal Commission, The rules have been published, and it is not 
intended to recall them. 


Contracts of Service. 

WE HAVE had occasion more than once recently to point out 
the unsatisfactory state of the law with regard te contracts of ser- 
vice. The tendency of the courts—and we cannot help thinking it 
is a most mischievous one—seems to be to relieve employees from 
their contracts as soon as they become irksome, though entered into 
with full knowledge and full understanding. The case of Kirchner 
& Co. v. Gruban (reported elsewhere) seems to shew that an em- 
ployee under a foreign contract of service is in a still better posi- 
tion than an employee under an English contract. In that case the 
defendant was engaged by a Leipsic firm as their sole agent in 
England, and he agreed not to leave their service till July, 1910, 
not to engage in any other business, and not to divulge any matters 
relating to his employers’ business. The parties to refer 
all disputes to the Leipsic courts. In May last the defendant left the 
plaintiffs’ service and entered the service of a rival firm. The plaintiffs 
thereupon ee ee and moved for an injunction 
to restrain the d ant from leaving their service and from 
divulging information. The defendant applied for a stay of 
proceedings on the ground that all disputes were to be referred to 
the German court. The motion was dismissed, and an order 





was made staying proceedings. We do not in the least quarrel 
9 
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with the decision, which is no doubt correct. We only refer to it 
as shewing how unsatisfactory the present state of the law is on the 
subject, and how easy it is for an agent, and especially the agent of 
a foreign firm, to evade any obligations imposed upon him by a 
contract of service. We believe we are right in saying that, 
according to German law, an employee who divulges matters 
relating to his master’s business renders himself liable to criminal 
proceedings. We think it would be a good thing if we had some- 
thing of the same sort in England. 


P.P.I. or “ Honour Policies.’’ 


WE READ that the President of the Board of Trade has insti- 
tuted an inquiry into the prevalence of P.P.I. or honour policies— 
that is, marine policies in which it is stipulated that the policy 
shall be deemed sufficient proof of interest. By the Marine Insur- 
ance Act, 1906, s. 4 (1), every contract of marine insurance by way 
of gaming or wagering is void ; (2) a contract of marine insurance 
is deemed to be a gaming or wagering contract (a) where 
the assured has not an insurable interest as defined by 
the Act, and the contract is entered with no expectation of acquir- 
ing such an interest, or (b) where the policy is made “interest or 
no interest,” or “ without further proof of interest than the policy 
itself,” or “ without benefit of salvage to the insurer,” or subject to 
any other like terms. This section appears to reproduce the 
effect of the Marine Insurance Act, 1745, ss. 1 to 3 (now repealed), 
and the Gaming Act, 1845, s. 18, which provides that “all con- 
tracts or agreements... by way of gaming or wagering shall 
be null and void.” It will be seen that wager policies are 
illegal only in the sense of being null and void to all intents and 
purposes. Though ignored by our courts, they are of frequent 
use, generally for the protection of interests which, though real, 
are not easily defined, or are of pecuniary value which it is hard 
to determine. They are, however, occasionally resorted to for 
different purposes, and the late Mr. PLIMSOLL was strongly of 
opinion that they were used for the purpose of protecting persons 
who were carrying on illegal traffic and were made the means of 

ining by the wilful destruction of ships. But whatever may 
ice been the case some years ago, it is probable that the only 
charge which can be brought against “honour policies” at the 
0 oe day is that they are a form of gambling, a system of 

tting upon the loss or safe arrival of ships engaged in commerce. 


The Rule in Bain v. Fothergiil.: 


IT 1s A well-known rule that, where a contract for sale of real 
estate cannot be carried into effect in consequence of the vendor’s 
defect of title, the purchaser is not entitled to recover damages for 
breach of contract, except to the extent of the expense which he has 
incurred in investigating the title or otherwise. He cannot recover 
damages for loss of his bargain. And it makes no difference that 
the title was defective to the vendor’s knowledge when he made 
the contract. “If,” said Lord CHELMsForD in Bain v. Fothergill 
(L. R. 7 H. L., p. 207), which finally established this doctrine, “a 

n enters into a contract for the sale of a real estate knowing 
that he has no title to it nor any means of acquiring it, the 
purchaser cannot recover damages beyond the expenses he has 
incurred by an action for the breach of contract, he can only obtain 
other damages by an action for deceit.” The rule is founded on 
the presumed impossibility of a vendor of land being in a position 
to guarantee his title, though perhaps it is not clear why it should 
have been carried to the length indicated by the foregoing quotation. 
An interesting example of the application of the no is afforded by 
the recent case of Morgan v. Russell & Sons (ante, p. 136). The 
plaintiff had agreed to sell to the defendants certain refuse—-cinders 
and iron slag—lying at tips on mining and smelting works, the 
defendants to pay an agreed price per ton and to have eczess to 
remove the refuse. Owing to a claim by third parties, this access 
could not be given to the defendants, and in an action by the plain- 
tiffs in the county court the defendants counterclaimed for damages 
for breach of contract. The county court judge found asa fact that 
the cinders and slag had become part of the soil, and were not 
definite or detached heaps resting on the ground. This being so, 
the contract was one for the sale of real estate, and no damages 
could be recovered for loss of the bargain by reason of the adverse 
claim of title. The conclusion, though logical enough, is a little 
surprising, and WALTON, J., was careful to reserve the question 





whether there might not be a contract of sale within the meani 
of the Sale of Goods Act, 1893, of minerals still ungotten at the 
date of the contract. 


The Salaries of American Judges. 

PRESIDENT ROOSEVELT, in his final message to the American 
people, refers to “ the courts ” as follows : “‘I most earnestly 
upon the Congress the duty of increasing the totally inadequate 
salaries now given to our judges. On the whole, there is no bed 
of public servants who do as valuable work nor whose moneyed 


reward is so inadequate compared to their work. Beginni 
with the Supreme Court, the judges should have ther 
salaries doubled. It is not befitting the dignity of 


the nation that its most honoured public servants should be paid 
sums so small compared to what they would earn in private life, 
that the performance of public service by them implies an exceed- 
ingly heavy pecuniary sacrifice.” It may be useful to give some 
account of the salaries of the judges of the different American 
courts. The Federal Courts comprise the Supreme Court, the 
Circuit Courts, and the District Courts. The Supreme Court, 
sitting at Washington, consists of nine judges, a chief justice 
with a salary of ten thousand five hundred dollars 
(£2,100), and eight associate justices (salary ten 
thousand dollars). With regard to the circuit courts, there are nine 
judicial circuits, in which courts are held annually. For each of 
these there has been appointed a circuit judge (salary six 
thousand dollars), and to each there is also allotted one of the 
justices of the Supreme Court. The district courts are the third 
and lowest class of Federal tribunals. They are fifty-five in num- 
ber, and these judges receive salaries of from 3,500 to 5,000 
dollars (£700 to £1,000) per annum. The salaries paid to State 
judges of the higher courts range from eight thousand five 
hundred dollars (£1,700) (Chief Justice) in Pennsylvania 
and seven thousend dollars (£1,400) plus two thousand 
dollars (£400) for expenses in New York, to two thou- 
sand dollars in Oregon. Four thousand dollars to five thousand 
dollars (£800 to £1,000) is the average, a sum which, especially 
in the greater States, fails to attract the best legal talent. When 
it is remembered that the expenses of living are in most of the 
largest cities of the United States much greater than in this coun- 
try, the justice of the President’s recommendations is obvious. 


Liability of Parents to Maintain their Children. 


THE DUTY of parents to maintain and support their children 
until they reach an age at which they can by their own work and 
industry support themselves is unquestionable, but in England 
there is no common law obligation, as in France and Scotland, on 
the part of the father to maintain his child unless the neglect to do 
so should bring the case within the criminal law. By the Poor 
Law Act of 43 Eliz. c. 2, amended by the Poor Law Amend- 
ment Act, 1868, justices in petty sessions have the power of 
making an order of maintenance by the father (being of sufficient 
ability) of his child, but the general law as to parental liability 


remains unaltered. In a case just determined in the 
Shoreditch County Court, the Guardians of Hackney sued 
a father to recover £12 4s. arrears of maintenance in 


respect of his infant daughter. It appeared that the defendant's 
wife left him, taking with her the daughter. She went with the 
child into Edmonton Infirmary, where she gave birth to an illegiti- 
mate child. The daughter was sent to Hackney and the guardians 
applied to the father for her maintenance. He said that he had 
not known where she was, that he did not wish her to be brought 
up as a pauper, and he offered to take her out. The guardians 
refused to allow him to do so unless he took out the illegitimate 
child also, but this he declined to do, The guardians afterwards 
came to the conclusion that the father was not a suitable person 
to have the custody of his daughter, and todk her under their 
control. The father then refused to pay for her maintenance and 
the present action was brought. The judge in his) judgment said 
that the solicitor for the guardians had stated that he did not rely 
on the statutory provisions of the Poor Law, but on the common 
law liability of a father to support his child and provide it with 
the necessaries of life. There was no such liability at common 
law, and there must therefore be judgment for the defendant. 
The result of this case is far from satisfactory, and it seems to 
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be mainly due to some deviation from the ordinary course of 
procedure. Cases may arise in which, having regard to the 
character of the father, it may be expedient that the Poor Law 
authorities should be entitled to retain the custody of his child 
and charge him with its maintenance, but any such right can only 
be conferred by express statutory provision. 


Company Law Consolidated. 


Tue CoMPANIES (Consolidation) Act, 1908, has now become 
law, and by section 296 is to come into operation on the Ist 
of January, 1909. The printed Bill occupies 190 folio 
Immense pains have been taken to make this piece of omnia 
statute law as perfect as may be. All the amendments, for instance, 
suggested by the joint Select Committee of the House of Lords 
and House of Commons in their report of the 23rd of July, 1908, 
have been embodied in the Act. Some of these amendments were 
considered as possibly affecting the existing law in some degree, but 
for the most part were merely verbal rm intended to make clear 
the language of Acts now repealed. All the Acts from the Act of 
1862 to the Act of 1907 are now, as from the Ist of January, 
1909, repealed, together with isolated sections in other Acts, such 
as the Stannaries Act, 1869, the Limited Partnerships Act, 1907, 
&. Two Acts relating to banking companies are continued in 
force, as they were continued in force by section 205 of the 
Companies Act, 1862. Altogether twenty-seven Acts or parts of 
Acts are repealed. The number of sections is, however, only 296, 
there being 210 in the Act of 1862 alone. The Bill had already 
been prepared at the time of the Imperial Conference 
sitting in London in 1907, and should do a great deal to help for- 
ward the assimilation of the company law of the whole Empire. 
At the time of the conference a return was prepared by the Board 
of Trade giving an analysis of the statute company law in force in 
various parts of the Empire. The net result of some of the statistics 
in this return was that in Canada, Australia, and South Africa (to 
take only three instances) there were found to be twenty different 
systems of statutory law comprising 141 statutes, all based more or 
less on the original English Act of 1862 and itsamendments. It is 
now to be hoped that the new Act of 1908 will be taken asa model 
to be adapted to local requirements, not necessarily to be followed 
slavishly. In particular, the task of “ federalizing ” company law in 
Canada and Australia will probably be made easier. With respect 
to the form of consolidating statutes, a perusal of the Companies 
(Consolidation) Act, 1908, in its Bill form suggests a criticism which 
may perhaps be thought worthy of some attention by the authori- 
ties. In the Bill (as in other consolidating Bills) there is printed in the 
margin of each section a reference to the enactment or enactments 
which the section is replacing. Thus, in the margin of section 4 is 
printed a reference to sections 9 and 14 of the 1862 Act, 
and section 27 (1) (4) of the 1907 Act, and so on. The 
existing practice is to strike out all these references to repealed 
enactments when the Bill is finally printed off as an Act. A 
comparison of any consolidating Act (say the Merchant Shipping 
Act, 1894) with a print of the Bill will shew this at a glance. 
Now, these references to the repealed enactments are extremely 
useful to the practitioner, and as they represent a considerable 
amount of labour on the part of the draftsman, it seems a pity 
that this labour should be thrown away when the Act appears in 
its published form. In most, if not all, consolidating statutes 
passed in Canada and Australia (besides other parts of the Empire) 
references to the repealed enactments are printed, sometimes in the 
margin, and sometimes even in the body of the consolidating 
statute. If our consolidating Acts appeared finally with these 
references ready for use, the busy practitioner would be saved 
much time now spent in hunting for the corresponding enactments 
in the repealed Acts. 


The Local Government Board on Old Age 
Pensions. 

Tur LocaL Government Board, as the “central pension 
authority,” have during the past few weeks been required, under 
section 7 (1) of the Old Age Pensions Act, 1908, to decide 
numerous questions submitted to them on appeal from the decision 
of the local pension committee, and they have issued a circular 
(published in the 7imes of the 18th inst.) summarizing the results 
which have been arrived at in a number of cases of common 





occurrence. It is undoubtedly one of the hardships of the Act 
that receipt of poor relief, other than in certain ified forms, at 
any time since the Ist of January, 1908, should disqualify for an 
old age pension ; but the terms of section 3, which create this dis- 
qualification, are sufficiently explicit, and the disqualification 
cannot be removed by repayment of the amounts which have been 
so received. This, accordingly, is the conclusion to which the Local 
Government Board have come ; and no repayment by relations or 
others will enable the person thus disappointed of a pension to 
make a successful claim. In section 4 the Act has offered an 
arithmetical problem as to the calculation of the means of married 
couples which appears to have been sometimes beyond the 
comprehension of those called upon to interpret or apply the Act. 
But in fact it is a very easy matter, and the example furnished in 
the circular should remove all possible doubt. A husband and 
wife living together have each to return their separate income, but 
for pension purposes the means of either are not to “be taken to 
be of a less amount than half the total means of the couple.” Thus if 
the husband has £30 a year and the wife £20, the husband’s means 
remain at £30 and entitle him to a pension of 1s. a week ; the 
wife’s are taken to be £25 and her pension therefore is 3s. The case 
of a person having £1,000 or so Government Stock has perplexed 
some authorities, and in one case it is understood that the 
authority have decided against the claim to a pension. But such 
a decision finds no support from the Act. In calculating yearly 
means account has to be taken, not of capital value of property, 
but of the income, and in the case supposed it would be £25, and 
there would be a right to a 3s. pension. The board reject the 
notion that the investment must be treated on an annuity basis-— 
that is, that the income must be taken to be the amount of the life 
annuity which could be purchased with the proceeds of realizing 
the investment. The Act might have said this, but it did not. 
Possibly the case of, these well-to-do claimants was not foreseen. 
A question has arisen also with respect to voluntary allow- 
ances. The yearly means include the income which the 
claimant may reasonably expect to receive during the 
year in cash. Where money is regularly paid, although 
voluntarily, this expectation exists, and the board have decided 
that voluntary allowances regularly given must be taken into con- 
sideration. And the value of free board and lodging is brought 
in, presumably under clause 1 (d) of section 4. It is perhaps not 
very easy to see how effect can conveniently be given to this last 
decision. Where claimants are living with children, this support 
must apparently be withdrawn to prevent its being reckoned in 
the yearly means—that is, the claimant must be turned into the 
street before the children can obtain the contribution to his sup- 
port which the Act was intended to procure. But the system of 
old age pensions is, of course, in its infancy, and more will be 
heard of them when the next budget has shewn how they are to 
be provided. 


Miscarriage of Justice. 


IT Is RARE that appeals to the Privy Council in civil cases call 
forth such strong remarks as were made in a recent appeal from 
the chief court flea Burma— Mahomed Kala Mea v. Harperink 
(Times, Dec. 16). Lord MACNAGHTEN, however, commenced 
his judgment thus: “Their lordships regret to say that in their 
opinion there has been a lamentable miscarriage of justice in 
this case.” The case certainly is a striking instance of 
the diversity of view taken by judicial persons in India 
and in England. Some property was put up for auction sale under 
an execution, and the sale was at Se by the officers of the 
court in Lower Burma. The property consisted of the mere 
interest of the judgment debtor, being, as is usual in such cases, 
heavily rei a The appellant spoke only Hindustani, and 
did not understand English. He attended the sale by accident, 
and received the erroneous im ion that a valuable property 
was being offered which could be purchased at a low price. 
He accordingly bid and was declared the aser. The 
local courts appear to have taken an extremely view of the 
appellant’s imprudence, one judge saying that the — was 
“oulpably careless in failing to ascertain the truth in the obvious 
way—namely, by having the ion read and carefully trans- 
lated for him.” The Judicial Committee considered that sufficient 
allowance had not been made for the fact that the appellant was 
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ignorant of English, and that it was not a case of want 


of ordinary diligence on his part in ascertaining the real facts. 
But. the judgment of the Judicial Committee is based chiefly on 
the supreme importance of all sales conducted under the direction 
of a court of justice being absolutely above all suspicion of anything 
approaching sharp practice : “It would be disastrous, it. would be 
ahsolutely shocking, if the court were to enforce against a 
purchaser misled by its duly accredited agents a bargain so illusory 
and so unconscientious as this.” 


Property in a Corpse. 

Ir was laid down by Kay, J., in 1882, following other cases, 
that “it is quite clearly the law of this country that there can be 
no property in the dead body of a human being”: Williams v. 
Williams (20 Ch. D., at p. 662). A singular case was recently 
disclosed on an application for leave to appeal to the Privy Council 
from the High Court of Australia: Spence v. Doodsward (Times, 
Dec. 16). The petitioner was an inspector of police at Sydney, 
New South Wales. The respondent was a saloon keeper who 
had been prosecuted and convicted for exhibiting, against 
public deceney, the dead body of a two-headed child preserved in 
spirits. .The respondent had applied for the return of the body, 
and this being refused, had brought an action against the peti- 
tioner. At the trial he was non-suited, and the non-suit was 
upheld on appeal to the Supreme Court of New South Wales. On 
appeal to the High Court of Australia, the decision of the Supreme 

urt was reversed, and it was held that the action would lie. 
Against this decision the petitioner now asked leave to appeal, but 
this was refused by the Judicial Committee. The published 
reports of the case in the Australian courts have not yet reached 
London. 


The late Sir C. M. Warrnington, K.C. 


_ A VALUED correspondent takes exception to our casual reference 
in last week’s issue to the defective education in early life of this 
distinguished advocate, but he rather misunderstands our remark. 
It was not intended in the least to intimate that his parents failed 
in their duty to give him an ordinary school training; it 
related only to the kind of teaching then afforded in 
private schools. Our correspondent says that the parents of 
the future K.C., having ten children, could not afford 
to give any of them a university education, but they did give 
them some education, and spent very much more on their son 
CoRNELIUs than on any other of their children and gave him 
every advantage they could, including his maintenance between 
his ceasing to be a solicitor and his call to the bar. The fact 
that both Mr. WARMINGTON and two of his brothers were 
admitted as solicitors is, of course, sufficient to shew that they must 
have received the ordinary school training of the day. Our 
correspondent adds the interesting fact that at Mr. WARMINGTON’Ss 
call dinner—a very elaborate function given by his father—the 
future eminent advocate received his first brief. — 








Continuing Injury. 

THE Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, has for most cases 
imposed a six months’ limitation on actions of tort brought against 
a public authority, and this limitation replaced the varying similar 
limitations which were previously in force under a large number 
of statutes. Occasionally, as the reports shew, the shortness of 
the limitation operates as a surprise to plaintiffs, and it is ex- 
tremely important to bear it in mind whenever a question arises 
of claiming damages against public non-commercial bodies ; but 
an extension of time is allowed by the statute in the case of con- 
tunuing injury, and the effect of this provision has been recently 
considered by a Divisional Court (BicGHAM and WALTON, JJ.) in 
Hogue v. Doncaster Rural District Council (ante, p. 135). 

Section 1 of the statute provides that “the action . . . shall 
not lie or be instituted unless it is commenced within six months 
next after the act, neglect, or default complained of, or, in case of 
a continuance of injury or damage, within six months next after 
the ceasing thereof.” ut the phrase “continuance of injury or 
damage ” is one that requires explanation. It is settled, in the first 





place, that the mere fact that the effect of the tort is continuing dogs 
not constitute a continuing injury. A personal injury is of this 
nature, but the injured party does not thereby gain an extension of 
the six months: Carey v. Bermondsey Corporation (67 J. P. 111), 
To constitute a continuing injury or damage it is not sufficient that 
a single tortious act is followed by continuing loss or suffering, 
Either there must be fresh damage continually arising from the 
act, or there must be a continuance of the tortious act causing 
recurrent damage. A single act, though not in itself tortious, 
may give rise toa cause of action if followed by damage to a 
neighbour's property. This is the case where subsidence follows 
from excavation, and then, as was decided in Backhouse y, 
Bonomi (9 H. L. C..503) and Darley Main Colliery Co. v. Mitchell 
(11 App. Cas. 127), a fresh cause of action arises with each suc- 
cessive subsidence. In Zarl of Harring‘on v. Derby Crrporation 
(1905, 1 Ch. 205) BuckLey, J:, pointed out. (p. 227) that this is 
not the continuing injury contemplated by the provision in question, 
since each successive cause of action will have its own six months’ 
limitation. 

“There is, however,” the learned judge proceeded to say, “a 
further case with which this section is particularly concerned— 
namely, a continuing act. which prod sces subsequently from day to 
day a recurrent damage. There is thus created a fresh cause of 
action every day, and this, I conceive, is what is referred to in the 
section by the words ‘in case of a continuance of injury or damage,’ 
The words do not mean or refer to a damage inflicted once and for 
all which continues unrepaired, but a new damage recurring day by 
day in respect of an act done, it may be, once and for all at some prior 
time or repeated, it may be, from day today.” In Earl of Harrington 
v. Derby Uorporation a claim was made for continually recurring loss 
caused by the continued pollution of a stream. It was a case, 
therefore, where a tortious act was being continually repeated and 
was at each repetition causing fresh damage. This was a con- 
tinuing injury within the meaning of the section, and since, 
apparently, it was still continuing when the action was brought, 
no limitation was applicable under the Public Authorities Protec- 
tion Act, 1893. Hence the claim was subject only to the usual 
statute—the Limitation Act, 1623—-and the plaintiffs were 
entitled to recover in respect of pollution within six years before 
the action. 

The present case of Hague v. Doncaster Rural District Council 
(supra) afforded a further chance of testing the principle of inter- 
pretation laid down by BuckLey, J. This also was a case of 
damage by pollution of a stream. A stream bordering the 
plaintiff's farm was polluted by an effluent from the defendants’ 
sewage works throughout the years 1906 and 1907, and the 
pollution was still continuing in April, 1908. Cattle of the 
plaintiff drank the water of the stream, and in 1906 and 1907 
three bullocks died in consequence of the pollution. The last of 
the three died in September, 1907, and in April, 1908, the plaintiff 
commenced the action in the county court to recover damages for 
loss of the bullocks. The county court judge gave him damages 
and an injunction, and this was affirmed by the Divisional 


Court. 


It will be seen that there was here continuance of injury—that is, 
the continual doing of an unlawful act—though the damage itself 
was not continued as it seems to have been in Hari of Harrington 
v. Derby Corporation. Had the section spoken only of continuance 
of “damage,” it may be that the plaintiff must have failed 
unless he had shewn actual loss within the six months before 
action. But effect must also be given to the words “con- 
tinuing injury,” and these seem to apply where the tortious 
act is continuing, although there has been no actual damage 
suffered from it within the six months, This was the view 
taken by the Divisional Court, and since the pollution—that is, 
the injury—was continuing at the time of action brought, the 
bar of the Public Authorities Protection Act, 1893, was excluded, 
and the plaintiff was entitled to recover in respect of each 
bullock. At the same time it must be admitted that the case 
is not free from difficulty, and until the question has been 
further considered it must remain doubtful whether, to con- 
stitute “continuance of injury,” there must not be continued 
pra. oo Sm the act complained of,and not merely the con- 
tinued possibility that damage may ensue. This must depend, it 
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would seem, on the nature of the tortious act in the particular case, 
whether, that is, it is actionable in itself, or only actionable on proof 
of special damage. In the latter case, continuance of damage may 
be necessary to constitute “continuance of injury.” In the former 
case it would be otherwise. In the present case the pollution was 
apparently a nuisance which was actionable in itself, and the decision 
might therefore be supported on this ground. But the result of the 
present decision and of Zarl of Harrington v. Derby Corporation 


(supra) appears to be that the exception in the Public Authorities | & C 


Protection Act, 1893, will be read so as to include all cases where 
a tortious act continues, even though the damage in discontinuous, 
although, as already pointed out, it does not include cases where 
damage once inflicted has continuing results. —% 








Patents Revoked for Non-working 
in the United Kingdom. 


Tue first case under the twenty-seventh section of the Patents 
and Designs Act of last year has just been decided by the Comp- 
troller-General. The section provides that any person may apply 
to the Comptroller for the revocation of a patent on the ground 
that the patented article or process is manufactured or carried on ex- 
dlusively or mainly outside the United Kingdom ; and that unless the 
patentee proves that the patented article or process is manufactured 
or carried on to an adequate extent in the United Kingdom, or 
gives satisfactory rea:ons why the article or process is not so manu- 
factured or carried on, the Comptroller may make an Order revoking 
the patent, either (a) forthwith, or (+) after a reasonable interval, 
unless in the meantime it is shewn to his satisfaction that the 
patented article or proces: is manufactured or carried on within the 
United Kingdom to an adequate extent. Such an application can- 
not, however, be made until after four years from the date of a 
patent. 

The application in the case under notice was made for the revocation 
of two patents, dated in 1900, and granted to Lupwie HatscHrx, 
an Austrian, for a process of manufacturing thin imitation stone 
slabs or tiles. It was not disputed that the patented process was 
carried on exclusively outside the United Kingdom, and the only 
question really was whether the persons entitled to the patents had 
given satisfactory reisons why the process was not carried on to 
an adequate extent in the United Kingdom. The reasons put for- 
ward were, in effect, that it would not be possible to produce in the 
United Kingdom articles made according to the process as cheaply 
as abroad ; and further, that the patentees had made certain offers 
to British firms to grant licences under, or to sell, the patents, to which 
offers no answers were received. The offers were vague, and did 
not state the terms on which the*patsntees were prepared to treat, 
beyond stating that such terms would be reasonable. 

The Comptroller held that these reasons were not sufficient, and 
accordingly he came to the conclusion that the patents should be 
revoked. He then had to consider whether the patents should be 
revoked forthwit, or whether he should, as he was entitled to dounder 
the section, give the patentees be‘ore revocation a reasonabl: interval 
within which to carry on the patented process within the United 
Kingdom to an adequate extent, but he decided not to allow any 
such interval, and made an order for immediate revocation. 

It appears to have been suggested on behalf of the patentees 
that the applicant was disentitled to succeed in his application 
because he bad no intention of manufacturing himself, and only 
intended to import manufactured articles from abroad. The 
Comptrotler held that this objection was groundless, and in this 
he appears to be right. The words of the section are “any person” 
may apply. These words are sufficient to cover a person who 
has no direct interest in the success of the application, and a 
fortiori a person who has a direct interest, however small, in the 
success of the application. 

This decision, from which there is an appeal to the High Court, 
has already created some excitement in Germany, and the threats 
of retaliatory measures have been renewed. 








At Bradford, on Monday, Judge Bompas, K.C., said farewell to the 
practitioners in his court, and received from them many expressions of 
goodwill and gratitude for his services. 
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Reviews. 


Books of the Week. 


The Laws of England: being a Complete Statement of the Whole 
Law of England. By the Right Honourable the Earl of Hatssury, 
Lord High Chancellor of Great Britain 1885 1886-92, an 
1895-1905, and other Lawyers. Vol. IV.: Carriers, ties, Choses 
in Action, Clubs, Commons, and Rights of Common. Butterworth 

Xo. r) 


The Digest of English Case Law: containing the Reported 
Decisions of the Superior Courts and a Selection from those of the 
Scotch and Irish. cost: with a Collection of Cases wer ay 
Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Overruled, or Question 

from 1898 to 1907 inclusive ; forming a Supplement to Mews’ Digest 
of English Case Law, 16 vols. By Epwarp Manson, Barrister- 


at-Law. Two Vols. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 
Encyclopedia of Local Government Law (exclusive of the Metro- 


lis). itor, JosHuA SCHOLEFIELD, Esq., Barrister-at-Law. Vol. 

II. : Water Supply to Workmen’s Compensation. Butterworth & 
Co.; Shaw & Sons. ' 

The Finance Act, 1907, in its Relation to Income Tax. 4 
Hattert Fry, Barrister-at-Law. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons 
(Limited). 

Debt Recovery and County Court Procedure. A Practical and Easy 
Guide for Business Men. By Harry Impey, a Bailiff of the Luton 
County Court. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 








Correspondence. 


Trustee Investments. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal and Weekly Reporter.) 


Sir,—At the recent meeting of the Burma Railways Co.(Limited) the 
chairman announced that the Secretary of State for India had 
to waive the clauses of the contract under which he could at short 
notice repay the capital at par if the company made certain defaults 
or losses ; and he further gave his opinion to the effect that the 
ordinary stock would then become eligible for investment by 
trustees. 

The powers under which it is suggested such stocks are eligible are 

contained in the following clause of the ‘I'rustee Act, 1893: “In the 
stock of any railway company in India upon which a fixed or mini- 
mum dividend in sterling is paid or guaranteed by the Secretary of 
State in Council of India, or upon the capital of which the interest 
is so guaranteed.” 3 ; 
This is not the first time it has been claimed that an English joint 
stock company is a railway company, a debenture-holder in the 
Southern Brazilian Rio Grande do § Railway Co. (Limited) having 
unsuccessfully set up such a claim before Mr. Justice Buckley in 
April, 1905 ; in the Burma Railways case it is said that if this is not 
a railway company in oe are no railway companies in India 
which are eligible, and the clause refers to nothing. 

When the Trust Investment Act of 1889 was passed (the Trustee 
Act, 1893, was a consolidation Act) there were railway companies in- 
corporated by Act of Parliament for the pur of building and 
working railways in India still in existence, but all these undertakings 
appear to have been purchased, and the companies working the rail- 
ways seem to have become, like the joint stock companies, mere agents 
for the Secretary of State for India. ce 

A railway company has been defined as a company incorporated 
by Act of Parliament having powers of internal management not to 
be interfered with, owning land, lines, stations, rolling stock, &c., 
and governed oo Companies Clauses Acts. 

The Burma Railways Co. was registered at Somerset House as a 
limited liability company on the 2lst of July, 1896, its place of 
business being given as Gresham House; it is nba by its 
articles of association and by joint stock company law, and its con- 
tract with the Secretary of State for India has not had the special 
sanction of Parliament, and the company. has somewhat limited 

wers. 
paar opportunity arises to have the meaning of the clause in the 
Trustee Act made clear, the Trusts Bill, having been considered in 
committee and by judges and leading lawyers, will presumably soon 
come before Parliament ; it seems that this should be the work of 
the India Office, and that until it is done trustees should avoid the 
risk of failing to exercise the discretion enjoined on them by section 
3 of the Trustee Act, 1893, by refusing to invest in such stocks the 
price of which depends on the dividends earned in addition to the 
guaranteed interest, unless they are sure they have ge to do so. 

16, Copthall-avenue, E.C., Dec. 19. F. F. Marareson, 
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New Orders, &c. 


The County Court Rules (December), 1908. 


These Rules may be cited as the County Court Rules (December), 
1908, or each Rule may be cited as if it had been one of the 
County Court Rules, 1903, and had been numbered therein by the 
number of the Order and Rule placed in the margin opposite such 


le. 

An Order and Rule referred to by number in these Rules 
means the Order and Rule so numbered in the County Court Rules, 
1903, or in any County Court Rules of subsequent date, as the case 


—> 

ese Rules shall be read and construed as if they were contained 
in the County Court Rules, 1903. The forms in the Appendix shall 
be used as if they were contained in the Appendix to the County 
Court Rules, 1903, and when it is soexpressed shall be used instead of 
the corresponding formscontained in such last-mentioned Appendix, 
or in the Appendix to any County Court Rules of subsequent date, 
as the case may be. 

Where any Rule or form hereby annulled is referred to in any of the 
County Court Rules, 1903, or any County Court Rules of subsequent 
date, or in the Appendix to any of those Rules, the reference to such 
Rule or form shall be construed as referring to the Rule or form 
hereby prescribed to be used in lieu thereof. 


ORDER V. 
CoMMENCEMENT OF ACTION. 


1, Order V., Rule 13 (10d).]—(1.) Paragraph 10 of Order V., Rule 
13, shall be read as if the following words were inserted therein after 
sub-paragraph (c), viz. :— 

“(d) or it appears by the affidavit that the proposed 
plaintiff has reason to believe that the proposed 
defendant admits the claim and that the proposed 
plaintiff has not more than 20 and not less than 10 
clear days before the filing of the affidavit given or 
caused to be given to thefproposed defendant notice 
in writing of his intention to apply for leave, and has 
by such notice required the proposed defendant to state 
whether he disputes the claim, and that the proposed 
defendant has either admitted the claim or failed to 
give notice that he disputes it.” 


(2.) Order V., Rule 13 (1la).] Where the proposed plaintiff 
relies on the facts stated in sub-paragraph (d) of paragraph 10 of this 
Rule asa ground for granting leave, a paragraph according to the form 
numbered 8c or that numbered 10c in the Appendix hereto, as the case 
may be, shall be inserted after paragraph 2c in the form numbered 
8B or in that numbered 108 in the Appendix, as the case may be. 


Orper VIL. 
PLaint Note anp Summons. 
2. Order VII. Rule 2a.] The words “ten clear days” (or, in 
actions under the Employers’ Liability Act, 1880, “fifteen clear 
days”) shall be substituted for the words “five clear days” in the 


paragraphs relating to juries in the prescribed form of plaint notes 
and summonses to appear to plaints. 


Orper XII 
INTERLOCUTORY AND INTERIM OrnDER AND PRocEEDINGs. 


3. Order XII., Rule 16.) In any case not coming within the four 
preceding rules of this Order, the Court may, in its discretion, on the 
application of any party made on notice in accordance with Rule 11 
of this Urder, make an order postponing or adjourning for good 
cause the trial of any action or matter upon such terms, as to costs 
or otherwise, as may be just ; and such order, if made in the absence 
of the other party, shall be served on him. 


Orper XVI. 
Discovery AND INSPECTION. 


af Go RVL Hake ee) _The following words shall be added 
“and every such order shall be indorsed with 
to the form in the Appendix. 


Orper XXV. 
ENFORCEMENT OF ’JUDGMENTS AND ORDERS. 


5 Order XXV., Rule 10a] Where a judgment summons has 
been issued or an order of commitment has been made against a 
debtor, and is outstanding, a warrant of execution against the goods 
of the debtor shall not be issued in the action except by leave of the 
ndge, and on such terms as he may impose, 


& notice according 


ee, 





JUDGMENT SUMMONS. 


6. Order XXV., Rule 25 (2a).] Paragraphs 3 and 4 of Form 1764 
in the Appendix are hereby annulled, and the following paragraph 
shall stand in lieu thereof, viz.:— Sige RES 

“ Full names and addresses [or other sufficient identiyication] of all 
defendants, with their occupations, if known.” 


Orper XXVII. 


INTERPLEADER. 


7. Order XXVII., Rule 1 (1a).]) Form 203 in the Appendix is 
hereby annulled, and Form 203a in the Appendix shall stand in lieu 
thereof. 

8. Order XXVII., Rule 1 (2a).] Paragraph 2 of Order XXVIL, 
Rule 1, and Form 204 in the Appendix are hereby annulled, and the 
following paragraph, and Form 204a in the Appendix, shall stand in 
lieu thereof, viz.:— . : ; ; 

“Tf within four days after receiving the notice mentioned in para- 

aph (1) of this Rule the execution creditor gives notice to the 
righ bailiff that he admits the title of the claimant to the goods or 
chattels, or requests the high bailiff to withdraw from possession, 
according to the form in the Appendix, or to the like effect, he shall 
only be liable to the high bailiff for any possession fees or expenses 
incurred by the high bailiff prior to the receipt of such notice ; and 
the judge may, if he thinks fit, on application by the high bailiff, 
make an order for payment of any such fees or expenses by the 
execution creditor to the high bailiff. Any such application shall 
be made in writing, and intituled in the matter of the execution, and 
three clear days’ notice in writing thereof shall be given by the high 
bailiff to the execution creditor. 

9. Order XXVII., Rule 2a.) Order XXVII., Rule 2, shall be 
read and construed as if the words “or requests the high bailiff to 
withdraw from possession” were inserted therein after the words 
“ goods or chattels” where they first occur. 

10. Order XXVII., Rule 3a.) Order XXVIL, Rule 3, shall be 
read and construed as if the words “or request the high bailiff to 
withdraw from possession” were inserted therein after the words 
“ goods or chattels” where they first occur. 


Orper XXXV. 
Tue SuMMARY ProcepvuRE oN Brits or Excuance Act, 1855. 


11. Order XXXV., Rule 1a.] Where the plaintiff signs final judg- 
ment under Section 1 of the Summary Procedure on Bills of Exchange 
Act 1855, such judgment shall be in the same form as when judg- 
ment is rior up under Sub-sections 1 and 2 of Section 86 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888. 


Orper LIV. 
GENERAL PROVISIONS. 


12. Order LIV., Rule 5a.] Service of process shall not be effected 
by a person under the age of sixteen years, and an affidavit of 
service shall state that the person serving the process is over that 
age. 


APPENDIX. 
8 c. 
Order V., Rule 13 (10d), (11a). 


Paragraph to be inserted after paragraph 20 in Form 8B, where 
proposed plaintiff relies on facts stated in Order V., Rule 13, para- 
graph 10 (d). 
or, (D) Where facts stated in Order V., Rule 13, paragraph 10 (d) 
relied on. 


2p. That |the cause of action in respect of which the proposed 

defendant is proposed to be sued arose wholly or in part at 
in the county of , within the district of this 
court. 

That the facts relied on as constituting the alleged cause of action 
ora _> thereof are that the order for the goods for the price of 
which [or for the non-acceptance of which, or as the case may be, 

] an action 
is proposed to be brought was given by letter received at 
in the county of wifhin the district of 
this court [or as the case may be}. 

That I [or the proposed plaintiff] have [ov has] no reason to believe 
that the A mallhscad g defendant disputes the claim, and on the 
day of I {or the proposed plaintiff] gave [or caused to be 
given] to the proposed defendant notice in writing of my [or his] 
intention to apply for leave to sue the proposed defendant in this 
court, and by such notice required the proposed defendant to state 
whether he disputed the claim, and the proposed defendant has 
——" the claim (or has failed to give notice that he disputes the 
claim]. 
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10 c. 
Order N., Rule 13 (10d) (11a.) 


Paragraph to be inserted after paragraph c in Form Ws, where 
laintif relies on facts stated on Order V., Rule 13, para- 
graph 10 (d). ; 
or (p.) Where facts stated in Order V., Rule 13, paragraph 10 (d) 
relved on. 
2p. That the cause of action in respect of which the proposed 
defendant is proposed to be sued arose wholly or in part at 
in the county of , within the district of this 


court. 

That the facts relied on as constituting the alleged cause of action 
or a part thereof are that the order for the goods forthe price of 
which [or as the case may be ] 
ed to be brought was given at 


an action is pro 3 gi ae ; 
, Within the district of this court 


in the county o 
for as the case may be se tah . 
That I [or the pugent plaintiff] have [or has] reason to believe 
that the proposed defendant admits the claim, and on the day 
f 


0 ’ 

I [or the proposed plaintiff] gave [or caused to be given] to the 
roposed defendant notice in writing of my [or his] intention to apply 

for eave to sue the proposed defendantin this court, and by such notice 
required the proposed defendant to state whether he disputed the 
claim, and the proposed defendant has admitted the claim [or has 

failed to give notice that he disputes the claim]. 


2034 instead of 203. 
Notice of Claim to Goods taken in Execution. 


Order XXVIL., Rule 1 (1a). 


Take notice, that Z./. of 
has claimed the goods [or certain goods] [where only certain goods are 
claimed here enumerate them] taken in execution by me under the 
warrant of execution issued in this action. If within four days after 
ae this notice you give notice to me that you admit the title 
of E.F. 
to the said goods, or request me to withdraw from possession, you 
will not be liable for any costs incurred after the receipt by me of 
your notice. 

Dated, &c. 

High Bailiff. 
To [the Execution Creditor.] 
2044 instead of 204. 


Notice by Execution Creditor of Admission of Title of Claimant. 


Order XXVII., Rule 1 (2a). 


Take notice, that I admit the title of EF. to the 
goods seized by you [or that I request you to withdraw from posses- 
sion] under the execution issued under the ~—— in this action. 


xecution Creditor. 
To the High Bailiff. 


We, William Lucius Selfe, William Cecil Smyly, Robert Woodfall, 
Thomas C. ange. and H. Tindal Atkinson, being Judges of County 
Courts appointed to frame Rules and Orders for regulating the prac- 
tice of the courts and forms of proceedings therein, having by virtue 
of the powers vested in us in this behalf framed the foregoing Rules 
and Orders, do hereby certify the same under our hands and submit 
them to the Lord Chancellor accordingly. 

(Signed) 
Ww. L. SELFE. 
Wm. Crcit SMyYLy. 
R. Woopratt. 
T. C. GRANGER. 
H. Trnpa ATKINSON, 
Approved, 
(Signed) 
Loresury, C. 
ALVERSTONE, C.J. 
Hersperr H. Cozens-Harpy, M.R. 
J. Gorett Barngs, P. 
ArtTuur R. JExr, J. 
R. J. Parker, J. 
CHRISTOPHER JAMES, 


I allow these Rules, which shall come into force on the Ist day of 
January, 1909, 
(Signed) 
Loresurn, C, 


The 18th of December, 1908. 


CASES OF THE WEEK... 
House of Lords. 


COOPER (SURVEYOR OF TAXES) ». BLAKISTON. 
16th Noy. ; 10th Dec. 


Revenvue—Income Tax—INcuMBEeNT oF BEeNEFICE—PRorirs ACCRUING 
By Reason or Orrice—Easter Orrertncs—Income Tax Acr, 1842 
(5 & 6 Vicr. c. 35), s. 146, Scnepute E, r. 1. 


‘* Baster offerings”? are assessable to income tax under rule 1 of 
section 146 of the Income Taz Act, 1842, Schedule E, as being ‘“‘ profits 
accruing ’’ to an incumbent of a benefice ‘‘ by reason”’ of his office. 

Decision of the Court of Appeal (1907, 2 K. B. 688) affirmed. 


This was an appeal by the Rev. Douglas Yeoman Blakiston 
against a judgment of the Court of Appeal, holding that “‘ Easter 
offerings ’’ were assessable to income tax under rule 1 of section 146 of 
the Income Tax Act, 1842, Schedule E. The appellant is the vicar of 
East Grinstead, and in accordance with a letter written by the Bisho 
of Chichester (in whose diocese the parish of East Grinstead is situated}, 
addressed to the churchwardens of his diocese, recommending to their 
favourable notice the practice of making free will offerings at Easter 
to the parochial clergy, the churchwardens had devoted the Easter 
Sunday collections, augmented by gifts of those who were unable to 
be present, to the use of the incumbent. The collection in 1905 
amounted to £56. The surveyor having claimed that this sum should 
be included in the appellant’s return of income for that year on the 
ground that it was liable to income tax, the incumbent appealed to 
the Commissioners. They were of opinion that the sum collected, being 
in the nature of free will gifts to the incumbent made by persons who 
valued his services in the parish, was not liable to income tax, and 
accordingly they decided against the claim put forward by the 
Surveyor of Taxes. They, however, stated a case for the opinion of 
the High Court, and the question of law came before Bray, J., who 
affirmed their decision. The Court of Appeal reversed that decision, 
hence the appeal by the incumbent. 

Tue Hovse having considered, 

Lord Lorgsurn, C., in pore | that the appeal should be dismissed, 
said the only question was whether or not a sum given by parishioners 
and others to the vicar at Easter, 1905, was assessable to income tax as 
being ‘‘ profits accruing” to him “by reason”’ of such office. In 
his opinion, where a sum of money was given to an incumbent 
substantially in respect of his services as an incumbent, it accrued to 
him by reason of his office. Here the sum of money was given 
in respect of those services. Had it been a gift of an exceptional 
kind, such as a testimonial or a contribution for a specific purpose, 
as to provide for a holiday, or a subscription peculiarly due to the 

rsonal qualities of the particular clergyman, it might not have 
em a voluntary payment for services, but a mere present. For these 
reasons he thought that the decision of the Court of Appeal was 
right. 

Sani AsHBOURNE, ROBERTSON, and CoLLIns read judgments to the 
same effect. Appeal dismissed.—Counset, Danckwerts, K.C., 
Austen Cartmell; Sir W. Robson, A.G., Sir 8. T. Evans, 8.G., and 
Wm. Finlay. Soticrrors, Hare & Co. ; Sir F. C. Gore. 

[Reported by Erskine Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 


FORSTER AND OTHERS rv. DYSON AND OTHERS. SAME rv. SEED. 
SAME v. QUINN. SAME v. MORGAN AND OTHERS. 25th and 
29th June; 8th Dec. 


CoveNANT—COMPENSATION FOR SuBsipence—Benerir or COVENANT-= 
Covenanters Not a Party ro Crarw—Reat Property Acr, 1845 (8 & 9 
Vict. c. 106), s. 5—Conveyancinc anp Law or Propsrry Act, 1881 
(44 & 45 Vicr. c. 41), s. 58 (1). 


By an indenture of lease of coal strata, made in 1887, “‘ the lessee” 
covenanted with the lessor and, as separate covenants, “ with other 
the owners or owner, occupiers or occumer”’ of the surface land to pay 
compensation for damage caused by working’ the coal. The word 
‘lessee’ was by a@ definition clause defined to include “his executors, 
administrators, and assigns.” The devisees of an owner of surjace 
land at the date of the lease and the successors in title of other owners 
sued the representatives of the original lessee for damage to their pro- 

rty by subsidence of the surface. 

Held, that the covenant was one respecting a tenement or heredite- 
ment within section 5 of the Real Property Act, 1845; that the covenant 
with the owners “‘ for the time being’ included owners in existence 
at the date of the lease, with whose “heirs and assigns” it must be 
deemed, as it related to land, to have been made, by virtue of the 
Conveyancing and Law of oe Act, 1881, s. 58 (%), and consequently 
it enured for the benefit of the ag who were entitled to sue 
the lessee’s trustees and executors for damages. 

Judgment of the Court of A , sub nom. Forster v. Elvet Colliery 
Co. (Limited) and Others (1908, 1 X. B. 629) affirmed. 

In 1871 the predecessors in title of the Ecclesiastical Commissioners 
for England conveyed to one Forster in fee simple certain lands in the 
county of Durham, reserving all mines, wi wer to work the 
minerals from below, making reasonable com tion for such 

as might be occasioned to the surface. In 1887 the Ecclesiastical Com- 
missioners demised to one Crawford seams of coal and other minerals 





under the lands conveyed to Forster, and under adjoining lands, The 
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lease contained a covenant on the part. of the lessee expressed to be 
made with the ‘‘owner or owners, occupier or occupiers for the time 
being ”’ of the surface to pay compensation for all damage occasioned 
by the lessee in working the mines or seams of coal thereby demised. 
In 1896 Crawford’s lease was assigned to a company called the Elvet 
Colliery Co. (Limited), which is now in liquidation. It was admitted 
that the mines had been worked so as to occasion damage to the 
surface of the lands conveyed to Forster. The action was brought to 
recover damages and an injunction, or alternatively for compensation 
for injury by subsidence. The plaintiffs were the devisees of Forster 
and his successors in title; the substantial defendants were the legal 

rsonal representatives of Crawford, who died in November, 1900 

e defence was two-fold. First, the defendants said that Forster’s 
assigns could not take advantage of the covenant, because the surface 
owners were not parties to the indenture in which the covenant was 
contained ; and, secondly, that the covenant did not run with the land, 
and therefore Forster’s assigns could not have had the benefit of the 
covenant even if Forster himself had been named a party to the 
indenture. Ridley, J., held that the plaintiffs were entitled to damages. 
The Court of Appeal affirmed that judgment. The Defendants 


—— 
HE House took time for consideration. 

Dec. 8.—Lord Macnacuren read a judgment, in which, after 
stating the facts as above, he said that in his opinion the Court of 
Appeal was right. The first objection to the plaintiff’s claim was 
answered by section 5 of 8 & 9 Vict. c. 106. That section enacted 
that a stranger might take the benefit of a covenant respecting any 
tenements and hereditaments although the latter be not named a party 
to the indenture. The Court of Appeal held that that provision only 
oo to covenants running with the land. They held, however, that 

1s covenant did run with the land, and so was within the section. 
Whether the section must be confined to covenants running with the 
land might perhaps be doubted. The point, he thought, however, 
was not material, because he agreed with the Court of Appeal in think- 
ing that the covenant in question was one which ran with the land. The 
question was, Does this covenant affect the nature, quality, or value 
of the land, or is it a covenant simply collateral? He thought it was 
not simply collateral, for one reason which was sometimes proposed as 
a test for the purpose of determining whether a covenant ran with the 
land or not. It was beneficial to the surface owner, and beneficial to 
no one else: Vyvyan v. Arthur (1 B. & C., per Best, J., 417). He 
thought it affected the nature and also the value of the land. It affected 
the nature of the land because it tended to prevent disturbances of the 
surface, and so preserve the natural state and condition of the land. 
Moreover, the covenant affected the value of the land in respect of 
which it was given. He was therefore of opinion that the decision 
of the Court of Appeal should be upheld, and the appeal dismissed 
with costs. The same question’ was involved in the other cases which 
were set down with this case, and the same result must follow. 

Lord Lorgesven, C., the Earl of Haussury, and Lord James or 
Hererorp and Lord Duneptn concurred. Appeal dismissed accordingly 
with costs.—Covunset, HZ. Tindal Atkinson, K.C., and Compston; Scott 
Pox, K.C., and Simey. Souicrtors, Van Sandau & Co., for Belk, 
Cochrane, & Belk, Middlesbrough; Dangerfield & Blythe, for T. & 
W. G. Maddison, Durham. 

[Reported by Exsxrtne Rerp, Barrister-at-Law.] 





Court of Appeal. 
SALMON v. QUIN & AXTENS (LIM.). No. 2. 5th Dec. 


Company—Direcrors—Powers or MANAGEMENT—ARTICLES oF ASSOCIA- 
TIoN — Construction —GeneraL Meretinc—Simpre ResoLtution— 
Power or Company To Overrvute Directors. 


By one of the articles of association of a company it was provided 
that the management of the company should be entrusted to the board 
of directors. By a subsequent article it was provided that no resolution 
of the directors for certain objects should be valid if one of the 
managing directors dissented. A resolution which was invalid as a 
resolution of the directors, by reason of the last-mentioned article, was 
ot carried at a general meeting of the company. 

Held, on the construction of the articles, that the resolution of the 
company was really an attempt to alter the constitution of the company 
by a poneeal instead of a special resolution, and was consequently 
inval 


Decision of Warrington, J., reversed 


This was an appeal from a decision of Warrington, J., dismissing a 
motion in an action which was brought by one shareholder (who was 
also a director) on behalf of himself and other shareholders, against the 
company and his two co-directors, for an injunction to restrain the 
company’and the two directors from carrying into effect a certain resolu- 
tion passed at an extraordinary prnen § meeting of the company. A 
preliminary objection to the action was made—namely, that the ques- 
tion could properly only be raised by the company, but that objection 
was not one ey — 1 the case wae dealt with by the court on the 

jon was rly constituted. The plaintiff was 
Joseyh Salmon, and the defendants. were the cima bg & 
a pestted) and William Raymond Axtens and Edward Boys 





company was incorporated in 1906. The shares in he | 


company were held in such a way that Axtens had a majority over 
the plaintiff, and at the meeting in question he was supported by other 
shareholders, and the decision of the meeting was adverse to’ Salmon, 
Questions had arisen as to dealings with the assets of the 
company, and on the Ist of August, 1908, a meeting of 
the directors was held at which a resolution was passed as to the 
terms of a certain purchase. On the 19th of August a further meeting 
of the directors was held, at which there was a majority of two directors 
against one upon the resolution submitted. The plaintiff, being the 
dissentient director, entered a formal objection in writing to the 
yesolution. An extraordinary general meeting of the company was 
called. The meeting was held on the 6th of October, and was adjourned 
to the 6th of November, when the resolution objected to by the plaintiff 
was carried on a poll. The plaintiff thereupon commenced this action 
te restrain the company and the other two directors from acting upon 
the resolution passed at the meeting on the 6th of November, and he 
now moved for an interim injunction in the terms of the writ. The 
articles of association provided: ‘‘75. The business of the compan 
shall be managed by the board. The board may exercise all 
the powers of the company, subject, nevertheless, to the provisions of 
any Acts of Parliament or of these articles, and to such regulations 
(being not inconsistent with any such provisions of these articles) as 
may prescribed by the company in general meeting, but no regula- 
tions made by the company in general meeting shall invalidate any prior 
act of the board, which would have been valid if such regulations had 
not been made.’ Article 80 provided : ‘‘ No resolution of a meeting of 
the directors having for its object” [then followed the enumeration of 
certain specific objects, including that comprised in the resolution in 
the present case] ‘‘ shall be valid or binding unless not less than twenty- 
fours’ notice in writing of the meeting shall have 
been given to each of the managing directors, the said Raymond Axtens 
and Joseph Salmon, and neither of them shall have dissented therefrom 
in writing before or at the meeting at which such resolution is put to 
the vote.”” Warrington, J., was of opinion that the resolution of the 
company was not inconsistent with article 80, which dealt with resolu- 
tions of the directors, and not with resoiutions of the company, and 
that, consequentiy, the motion failed. The plaintiff ere 

bie Court (Cozens-Harpy, M.R., and Farwett, L.J.) allowed the 
appeal, 

TF .xwnt, L.:J.—This is an appeal from Warrington, J., and, with all 
respect, I am unable to agree with the conclusion at which he 
has arrived. The company is a not unusual company nowadays, in 
which the shares are held almost entirely by two people. The manage- 
ment is entrusted to the board of directors, and the difficulty has arisen 
in this way. The majority of the board desire to acquire a lease of 
certain premises for the sum of £2,000 or upwards. they also_ desire 
to demise certain vacant premises belonging to the company. The 
material articles are articles 75 and 80. (His lordship read article 75, 
and continued :] Pausing there for a moment, it appears to me to be 
plain that this is a contract that the business of the company shall be 
managed by the board. The articles, by section 16 of the Companies 
Act, 1862, are made equivalent to a deed of covenant, signed by all 
the shareholders. The Act does not say with whom that covenant is 
entered into, and there have no doubt been varying statements by 
learned judges; some of them stating it is with the company, some of 
them stating it is both with the company and with the shareholders. 
Stirling, J., in Wood v.Odessa Waterworks Co. (42 C. D., at p. 636) 
says: ‘The articles of association constitute a contract not merely 
between the shareholders and the company, but between each individual 
shareholder and every other.’”’ Whether that be absolutely correct it 
is not necessary to consider, or perhaps I should put it in this way : I 
think it is accurate, but it may well be that the court would not enforce 
the covenant as between individual shareholders in most cases. Here 
the general power of the board to manage is qualified by the provision 
that follows : That it is to be subject to the provisions of these articles. 
I turn, therefore, to article 80, and I find this provision to which these 
general powers of management are made subject. [His lordship read 
article 80, and continued ‘| In the present case Mr. Salmon did dissent, 
therefore the veto in article 80 comes into operation. That was met by 
the eh | being called together by a requisition of seven share- 
holders, and passing a general resolution for the acquisition of this 
property. It is said that that is of no effect, and I am of opinion that 
that contention is right. I base my opinion on the words of article 
75: ‘“‘Subject, nevertheless to the provisions of any Acts of Parlia- 
ment or of these articles ’’—which I 1ead to be subject, nevertheless, to 
article 80—‘‘ and to such regulations (being not inconsistent with any 
such provisions of these articles) as may be prescribed by the company 
in general meeting.’”’ That is to say, subject also to such regulations 
not inconsistent with article 80 as may be prescribed by the compan 
in general meeting. But this is absolutely inconsistent with article 86. 
In truth, it is an attempt to alter the terms of the contract between 
the parties by a simple resolution instead of a special resolution. The 
articles forming this contract, under which the businéts of the company 
shall be managed by a board, contain a most usual and proper require- 
ment, because a business does require a head to look after it, and a head 
that shall not be interfered with unnecessarily. Then, in order to oust 
the directors, you would have to get a special resolution. The case is, in 
my view, entirely governed, if not by the decision, at any rate by the 
reasoning, of the learned Lords Justices in Automatic ‘Sel }-Cleansing ilter 
2 mgs Co, (Limited) v. Cunninghame (1906, 2 Ch. 34) and Gramo- 
phone and Typewriter (Limited) v. Stanley (1908, 2 K. B. 89), 
Any other construction might, 1 think, ie disastrous, because 
it might lead to interferences by a bare majority, very undesir- 


Dec. 26, 1908, | 
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able in the interests of the minority, who have entered into a company 
on the footing that the business shall be managed by the board of 
directors. ‘The only other observation I wish to make is on the case of 
Isle of Wight Railway Co. v. Tahourdin (25 Ch. D. 320), which 
was read to us from Buckley on Companies. I think it is overlooked 
in the note that that was a decision on the Companies Clauses Act, s. 90, 
and as was pointed out by the present Master of the Rolls in the 
Automatic case (1906, 2 Ch., at p. 46), that section goes on: ‘‘ And 
the exercise of all such powers shall be subject also to the control and 
regulation of any general meeting specially convened for the purpose.” 
Then he adds : ‘‘ If thos words had been found in the present Act of 
Parliament, the appellants’ case would have been comparatively clear.’ 
That seems to me to take away any force or applicability of the case of 
Isle of Wight Railway Co. v. Tahourdin, and I think that in this 
case Warrington, J., has not really given proper weight to his own 
former decision in the Automatic case, which was affirmed in the Court 
of Appeal. I think this appeal must be allowed. 5 

Cozens-Harpy, M.R., concurred.—CounsgeL, Jessel, K.C., Daldy, 
and Nutter; Cave, K.C., and Vernon. Soxtcrrors, Bartlett & Cluck. 
stein; Redfern & Hunt. 

[Reported by J. I. Sriritne, Barrister-at-Law.] 





High Court—Chancery Division. 
KIRCHNER & CO. v. GRUBAN. Eve, J. 16th and 17th Dec. 


PRACTICE—STAYING PROCEEDINGS—AGREEMENT TO REFER DISPUTES TO 
German Court—Contract or Service—INJUNCTION—STIPULATION 
NEGATIVE IN Form But AFFIRMATIVE IN SUBSTANCE. : 


An agreement to refer disputes to a foreign tribunal entitles a 
defendant to a stay of proceedings in this country unless a case is mode 
out for an injunction. 

Law v. Garrett (8 Ch. D. 26) applied. 

A stipulation by an agent not to give notice to leave his principal’s 
service is, though negative in form, affirmative in substance, and 
ought not to be enforced by injunction. 

avis v. Foreman (1884, 3 Uh. 654) followed. 

The principle on which the Court acts in restraining an employee 
from divulging matters relating to his master’s business 1s that there is 
an implied term of the contract of service not to use to the master’s 
detriment information obtained in the course of the service. 


This was an adjourned summons to set aside the writ or stay 
proceedings in the action on the.ground that it had been agreed between 
the parties that any dispute between them should be referred to the 
German courts at Leipsic. The plaintiffs carried on business at Leipsic, 
and entered into a contract with the defendant to engage him as their sole 
agent for England, Scotland and Ireland, with a domicile in London. 
The contract provided that the defendant was to devote all his activity 
and industry exclusively to the sale of machines and other articles of 
the firm, not to make gains by another business of any kind, and not 
to divulge any business matters to anyone. The defendant also agreed, 
under a penalty of 20,000 marks, to remain in his position and not to 
give notice to leave the plaintiffs’ service until July, 1910. It was also 
agreed that the contracting parties should submit themselves in all 
cases of dispute to the exclusive jurisdiction of the courts at Leipsic 
and that the German law should exclusively hold good. In May, 1908, 
the defendant left the plaintiffs’ service and entered the service of a 
rival firm. The plaintiffs thereupon commenced this action, to which 
the defendant entered a conditional appearance, and took out the 
present summons to stay proceedings. The plaintiffs then served the 
defendant with notice of motion for an injunction to restrain him 
from engaging in any business other than that of the plaintiffs, and to 
restrain him from divulging to any one any matters relating to the 

laintiffs’ business. The summons and the motion now came on for 

earing together. The following cases, besides those mentioned in the 

judgment, were referred to : Hhrman v. Bartholomew (1898, 1 Ch. 671) 
and Austrian Lloyd Steamship Co. v. Gresham Life Assurance Society 
(1903, 1 K. ‘B. 249). 

Eve, J., after stating the facts, said: As a general rule agreements 
to refer disputes are entered into without full consideration 
and without the parties considering what may happen in the 
future, but such contracts are binding on the parties unless 
good cause is shewn to the contrary. I read tis contract as 
referring all disputes to the German courts, and, primd facie, the agree- 
ment ought to be held binding on the parties. The question is whether 
it has been made out that the present case comes within Law v. 
Garrett (8 Ch, D. 26), where it was said, ‘‘It is true that the plaintiff 
prays for an injunction, and if a case was made for an injunction by 
the evidence, that would probably be a sufficient reason for refusing 
to send the matter to arbitration, but no such case is made.”’ It seems 
to me, therefore, that what the Court has to consider is whether a 
case has been made out for an injunction, and if no such case is made, 
then the Bo cia = are bound by the agreement to refer. Two questions 
are raised by the notice of motion (1) whether the defendant ought to 
be restrained from leaving the plaintiffs’ service, and (2) whether he 
ought to be restrained from divulging matters relating to the business. 
With regard to the first point it is admitted that if the stipulation 
is a merely affirmative one to continue in the plaintiffs’ service, the 


is not merely an affirmative but a negative —— which the Court 
can enforce. The stipulation is that the defendant agrees, under a 
peaeiy of 20,000 marks, to remain in his position and not to give notice 

fore July 1, 1910, and it is said that what he has done is a breach 
of that agreement. If the point was free from authority that argument 
would have considerable weight. But the matter has been dealt with 
in Whitwood Chemical Co. v. Hardman (1891, 2 Ch. 416), and by 
Kekewich, J., in Davis v. Foreman (1894, 3 Ch. 654). In the latter 
case the agreement was that the employer would not uire the 
employee to leave his service and was in form a negative stipulation 
that the employer would not give the employee notice to leave. 
Kekewich, J., held that the agreement, though negative in form, was 
affirmative in substance, and therefore an injunction against a breach 
of it ought not to be granted. Now, almost every word of that judg- 
ment is- applicable to the present case, and if I were to order the 
defendant to perform the agreement I should be enforcing by injunction 
an affirmative stipulation. The plaintiff, therefore, is not entitled to 
an injunction on that ground. ith regard to the second point as 
to divulging information, I do not decide that there has been any 
breach of the agreement, but assuming that there has, what ought 
the Court to do? It is clear from the decision of the Court of re 
in Robb v. Green (1895, 2 Q. B. 315), that the principle upon which the 
employee is restrained from divulging information is that there is an 
implied term in the contract of service not to use to the master’s 
detriment information obtained in the course of the service. Whether 
such a contract is to ‘be implied involves a question of construction 
of the agreement. Here the parties have = to have their disputes 
settled by a foreign tribunal. I think, therefore, the terms of the 
agreement preclude me from drawing any inference as to an implied 
contract. Without expressing any — as to whether there is such 
an implied contract I ought not on this motion to grant an injunction. 
The grounds for the injunction having gone it follows that no oe 
cause has been shown why the parties should not be held to their 
agreement to refer disputes to the German courts, and I must therefore 
make an order to stay proceedings in the action.—CounsgL, Danckwerts, 
K.C., and Cozens-Hardy; P Lawrence, K.C., and Waggett. 
Sortcrrors, Crusemann & Rouse; Osborn & Osborn 

[Reported by 8. E. Writ1ams, Barrister-at-Law.] 








Legal News. 


Appointments. 


Mr. BoxALt, K.C., Recorder of Rye, has been elected a Bencher of the 
Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn, in succession to the late Sir James 
Mathew. 

Mr. W. J. BLOOMFIELD How8, solicitor, of the firm of Howe & Rake, 
of 22, Chancery-lane, London, has been appointed a Commissioner to 
Take the Acknowledgments of Married Women. 


Information Required. 


Re EDMUND LAWRENCE TURNER, deceased, late of 119, Queen’s-road, 
Finsbury Park, N.—Anyone having documents relating to this estate is 
requested to communicate with Messrs. Robert Spence & Paynter, 6, 
Wardrobe-place, Doctors-commons, E.C., who are acting for the relatives 
of the deceased. 


General. 


Sir Richard Nicholson, Clerk to the Middlesex County Council, has 
for some months , says the 7'imes, been suffering from an affection 
of the eyes. Although that has prevented him from attending recent 
meetings of the council, he is able to carry out his duties as clerk, and 
is in constant touch with the officials. : 


On Monday the Royal Assent was given to forty-four public and 
private bills, among which were the White PhoSphorus Matches Pro- 
hibition Bill, Post Office Consolidation Bill, Criminal Appeal Amend- 
ment Bill, Loca] Authorities (Admission of the Press) Bill, Statute Law 
Revision ‘Bill, Prevention of Crime Bill, Post Savings Bank 
(Public Trustee) (No. 2) Bill, Compamies (Consolidation) Bill, Poisons 
and Pharmacy Bill, late Jurisdiction Bill, Children Bill, Port of 
London Bill, Coal Mines (Eight Hours) (No, 2) Bill, Public Meeting 
Bill, London Electric Supply Bill, and London (Westminster and Ken- 
sington) Electric Supply Companies Bill. 

A new and interesting story of Mr. Arthur Cohen’s refusal of a 
judgeship has come to us from a well-informed correspondent, says & 
writer in the Globe. It would appear that the right honourable and 
learned gentleman enjoys the unique distinction of having both 
accepted and refused a judgeship on the same day. “‘In 1881,” writes 
the correspondent, ‘‘ Lord Selborne offered Mr, Cohen a judgeship, 
which he accepted. That evening alarming news came from 
Afghanistan, which was likely to have an em effect on the 
Government. In those circumstances, Mr. Gladstone, not wishing for 
a by-election, wrote asking Mr. Cohen not to accept the judgeship he 
heard had that morning been offered to him. The appeal was success- 
ful, for Mr. Cohen wrote to Lord Selborne that on reconsideration he 





Court ought not to compel him to perform it. But it is said that it 


had decided not to accept the offer.”’ 
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The insurance litigation which followed upon the Jamaica earth- 
quake in 1907 has, says the Daily Mail, now been settled. The settle- 
ment was signed on Monday. All the companies involved have, after 
the decisions of the courts in London and Jamaica, accepted their 
liability for the d e done ‘by the fires which accompanied the earth- 
quake. About 800 policy-holders made claims, and twenty-three insur- 
ance companies were involved. A fire office committee, representing 
all the companies, was established to deal with the matter, and that 
committee, sitting in London, has agreed to settle the claims. The 
total amount to be paid by the companies is about £600,000, together 
with £75,000 costs. Taking into account the costs incurred by the 
companies themselves, the cost of the settlement and the litigation has 
been = £800,000. The original claims amounted to just over 


At the Mansion House, before Alderman Sir Horatio Davies, on the 
16th inst., says the Z’imes, Henry Locke Smiles, a solicitor, practising 
in Queen Victoria-street, was charged, on remand, with converting to 
his own use sums of money entrusted to him for payment to clients. 
Six charges were preferred against the prisoner, As to the sixth, 
Edward Collier, a paperhanger, living at Harringay, gave evidence 
that he met with an accident in August, 1907, by falling from a tram- 
car. He made a claim against the Metropolitan Electric ‘'ram Company, 
and, having consulted the Workmen’s Legal Friendly Society, placed 
the matter in the hands of the prisoner’s firm. Ultimately £56, which 
was to include costs, was obtained from the company as compensation 
for Collier. Of that Collier only received £1, though he paid thirty-two 
visits to the prisoner’s office, going backwards and forwards from Har- 
ringay for the purpose. Sir Horatio Davies committed the prisoner for 
trial on all six charges, and declined to admit the prisoner to bail. 


In view of the advanced ages of several members of the Supreme 
Court of the United States, and the consequent probability of a number 
of vacancies occurring either by voluntary retirement or death, the 
present composition of the court becomes, says the Albany Law Journal, 
a matter of considerable interest both to the legal profession and to 
the so. It will be remembered that appointments are made by 
the ident by and with the advice and consent of the Senate. The 
judges are appointed for life, but by the terms of the statute they 
may retire with full pay when they reach the age of seventy, provided 
they have served ten years on the bench of the court. Four justices— 
viz., Chief Justice Fuller and Associate Justices Harlar, Brewer, and 
Peckham—are eligible for retirement, and two more—Justices Holmes 
and McKenna—will be eligible for retirement before the close of the 
administration which begins on the 4th of next March. The fact is 
pointed out by a contemporary that retirements have been infrequent ; 
that while twenty-six justices have been appointed since the Civil War, 
= seven ‘have exercised their rights and laid aside their judicial 
ties. 


Writing to the Times on the new Law Courts, Mr. Leonard Stokes 
says: “It seems that four new courts and their accessories are to be 
added to the Royal Courts of Justice, and that H.M. Office of Works 
is to carry out the undertaking. I understand, however, that so far 
@ contract for the concrete raft only, on which the building is to 
stand, has been entered into, and that the drawings for the super- 
structure are not yet completed; and under these circumstances I 
venture to raise a protest against the procedure contemplated. Such 
plans as I have seen show a colourable imitation of Street’s work, in 
fact features are borrowed wholesale from different parts of the present 
building and collected to form the new wing or block, and it is evidently 
intended that the new work shall be a sort of réchauffé of Street. Now, 
eurely, this is a great mistake. If Street were alive, would he repro- 
duce the work he did some thirty years ago with all its mistakes? 
Assuredly not. One would rather imagine that, having learnt by 
experience, he would make a fresh effort and evolve something which, 
though in ‘harmony with the present building, was yet distinct and 
better, showing that modern Gothic architecture had not stood still 
for the last quarter of a century, which it clearly has not.” 


The committee on bindings of the American Association of Law 
Libraries is, says the Albany Law Journal, making an effort to induce 
law book lishers to adopt a cloth or buckram binding instead of 
law-sheep binding. The late Judge James B. Bradwell was a pioneer 
in this as in many other things. “For years he advocated in the Legal 
News the use of buckram as a binding. Mr. Edwin Gholsox, librarian 
of the Cincinnati Law Library Association, says: ‘‘ The law libraries 
of the country are now facing a very serious problem. The income of 
most of them is limited, hence, if the larger part of their available 
funds are spent for rebindings, the number of new books which they 
are able to purchase is correspondingly decreaged, and this, of course, 
works to the detriment of the publishers. It ig no exaggeration for 
me to say, for it is bared upon my own experience here, that approxi- 
mately one-fourth of the income of every large law library in the 
country is abeolutely and needlessly wasted, and that this sum might 
be saved to them and put to a much better use, if the law book 
publishers would only adopt a good grade of cloth or buckram binding 
instead of the ‘law-sheep” they now use. The life of the best of this 
law-sheep, exposed on open shelves to the action of an atmosphere laden 
with the thrown off in the combustion of either soft or hard coal, 
averages than four years, while a good article of cloth binding, 

ject to the same conditions, will last indefinitely.” [It is curious 
to al all the American law books which reach us are bound in 





Ten applications for the revocation of patents under the new Act 
have, says the 7'imes, been advertised as having been lodged at the 
Patent Office. One of these (No. 21,572, of 1896) has been withdrawn, 
From the remainder two revocations have resulted (Nos. 6,455 and 
22,139, of 1900), the revocation, of course, being subject to appeal 
to the court. Three offers of voluntary surrender of patents under 
section 26 (3) have been received, and orders for revocation have been 
made in two of these cases. Under section 20 of the Act there haye 
been about fifty applications for the restoration of patents which have 
lapsed owing to the non-payment of fees within the prescribed times, 
and more | twenty of these patents have already been restored. 
It is not possible to say what proportion of the remainder will be restored, 
A large number of patents of addition have been applied for, and it 
is evident that inventors have lost no time in availing themselves of 
the advantages offered by these portions of the Act. 


On the 16th inst., in the House of Commons, Mr. Gill asked the Secre. 
tary for the Home Department whether his attention had been called 
to the practice of the Salford Hundred Court of Record in issuing writs 
from that court to persons residing in distant parts of the country, 
whereby it was well-nigh impossible for them to defend such actions; 
whether he could state the number of writs issued during the present 
year by such court for sums under £5, under £10, and under £20 
respectively; whether he was aware that this court was extensively 
used by moneylenders; and whether he proposed to take any steps, 
by legislation or otherwise, to curtail the jurisdiction of this court in 
cases where the defendants resided at a distance and where judges of 
county courts had power to try such cases? Mr. Gladstone said: My 
attention hag been called to the hardships caused by the practice to 
which the thon. member refers, and I have consulted the Lord Chan- 
cellor, who etates that the proper course to be adopted by the council 
of any borough, or the ratepayers of any parish, whose inhabitants are 
aggrieved at the action of the Salford Hundred Court of Record, is 
to petition His Majesty in Council as prescribed in section 7 of the 
County Courts Act, 1888, that the jurisdiction of that court may be 
excluded. 





The Property Mart. 


Forthcoming Auction Sale. 


Jan. 19.—Mesers. Tauncoop & Martin, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-Rent, 
(see advertizement, back page, Dec 19), 








Winding-up Notices. 
London Gazette.—Fxivay, Dec, 18. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 


Limitep in CHANOERY,. 


Avrrounpsr & Kine, Liuirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 22, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Harry J. 
36, King st, Cheapside, Orook & Co, Bird in Haad ct, Cneapside, solors for 
liquidator 
Ane.o-Eeyrtian Sxypioats, Lixirep—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 30, to 
send in their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Francis Henry Bromwich, 14, Gt Winchester st, liquidator 
Bartirau Lagat Core Inerirore, Limrrep—Peto for wioding up, presented Dec 7, 
directed to be heard on Jan 12. Metcalfe & Sharpe, Chancery ln, so'ors for 
petners. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock 
in t2e afternoon of Jan 11 . 
Campsz.u's Soar, Limirep—Creditors are reyuired, on or before Jan 29, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, t> R. T. Heselton, 
9, Market st, Bradford, Gordon & Co, solors for liquidator : 
Domains Oo, Limrrep—OCreditors are required, on or before Feb 15, to send their names 
addresses, snd the particulars of their debts or claims, to Lionel Maltby, 5, 
London Wall bidgs, liquidator 7 
Gracitz Moroz Synproatz, Limrrzp—Petn for witding up, presented Dec 10, directed 
to be heard Jan 12. Tippetts, Maiden In, solors tor petners, Notice of appear- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Jan 11 
Hespsat & Oo (Brapvorp), Limrrap—Crejitors are required, on or before Jan 6, to 
send their names ses, and the jculars of their debts or claims, to 
George Walker, Halifax U cial Bank bra, Bradford, liq :idator 
Kaap Rivers Gotp Dazpainea Co, Liurren—OCreditors are required. on or before Jan 
30, to send names and addresses, and ss of their debts or claims, to 
George A, Orme, 71, King st, Manchester, Hall & Oo, Manchester, solors to liqai- 
dator 
“ Karz Toomas” Sartine Sure Co, Limtrep (1m Ligorparion) —Creditors are required, 
on or before Jan 30, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to William Thomas, 14, Water st, Liverpool, liquidator 
Linotow Yaew Co, Limtizp—Creditors are required, on or before Jan 23, to send 
their names and addresses, with ulars their debts or claims, to Alexander 
Mitchell Graham, 37, Brown a:, ester, liquidator , 
Metprum Bros, Liurrep—Oreditors are required, on or before Feb 16, to send their 
names and ai and the particulars of their debis or claims, to Theodore 
Sete 8, York st, Manchester. Stratton & Son, Wolverhampton, solors for 
iguidator 


Nous or Exeuanp Proorrua Oo, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before Dec 
23, to send in tneir names and adresses, and particulars of such debte and claims, 
to Richard Ry: Daly, 5, Fenwick st, Liverpool, liquidator 

Pooiz & Loveu, Liurrsn—Oreditors are required, on or befor® Jan 81, to send their 
names and ad nlars of their depts or claims, to Thomas Heary 
Gough, Castle st, Dadiey, liquidator , 

Rewsiz & Uo, Limttep, Stoceton on Texs, Grocgnrs’ Srectarssts—Oreditors are 
required, on or before Jan 18, to names and addresses, and particulars of 
their cebte and claims, to Reginald Gregory Rowland, Victoria b:dgs, 
Stocktoa on Tee’, hquidator 

Russet, Hostine Recorp Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 12, 
directed to be beard Jan 12, Tippetts, Maiden In, Queen at. Notice of appesr- 
ing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Jan 11 

Szvewoaxe Moron Can anv Evxcraztoat Oo, Liuitep—Oreditors are reqaired, on or 
before Jan $1, to send their names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or 
claims, w A. ?. Guerrier, 126, House, Cameron & Oo, Gresham House, 

solors for liquidator 











8, 


—_..4 
se 


w Act 
at the 
jrawn, 
5 and 
appeal 
under 
2 been 
> have 
1 have 
times, 
stored, 
stored, 
and. it 
ves of 


Secre. 
called 
writs 
untry, 
‘ions ; 
resent, 
r £20 
sively 
steps, 
irt in 
res of 
: My 
ce to 
Chan 
puncil 


their 
slton, 


ames 
Ts 5, 


ired, 
their 


serd 
nder 


their 
dore 
| for 


Dec 
ims, 


heir 
ary 


are 
s of 


igs, 





Dec. 26, 1908. 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL & WEEKLY REPORTER. [Vol. 53.] 15 





—— 
— 





————— 
—_ 


London Gazette.—Tuxspar, Deo. 23, 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 


Lowarep in Caanogey. 


Gswrnat Stock Excuaner, Lrxitryp—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 


heard Jan 12. Lumley & 
packet reach the above-named not later than 6 o’cl 


Lrurrep—Petn for winding up, presented Dec 18, directed to be heard 
Oravaatr Bos, College Hill chmbrs, Cannon st, solor for petner. 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 


Jan 12, Kennersley, 
4 ll 


Wood, Fore st, Dalverton, liquidator 


Inpraw Mrwes Sysptcate, Liucrep (tw Liqurpatrox)—OCreditors are required, on or 
before March 1, to end their names and adr eses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to William Leonard Bayley, 6, Queen st pl, liquidator 

J. B. Buwxarp & Co, Lrurrep—Oreditors are require, on or before Jan 22, to send 
‘ addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 


their names ani 
Tooke, (0, Watling st, liquidator. 


J. & W. Onasreen, Lratrep (rx Votusrary Lrquration)—Creditors are required 
‘forthwith to send their names ani addresses, and th» particulass of their douts or 


Bankruptcy Notices. 


London Gazette.—FRIDAY, Dec, 18. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Aspsy, Jonn WILLIAM, Ney tees Derby, Fish Salesman 
Derby Pet Decl4 Ord 14 
Acramax, JonN ee ‘Wane, Bradford, Tailor’s 
Cutter Derby Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 
Baxer, James, Newcastle under Lyme, — Manu- 
facturer Hanley Pet Oct 28 Ord Decl 
Barvett, Witi1am, Liangefni, Watchmaker — Pet 
Deci4 Ord Dec 14 
Bastasts, Georcs, North End. Sm, Builder 
Portsmouth Pet Dec14 Ord Dec 1 
by , Maccles- 
Pet Dec14 Ord 


Bates, James At¥Frep, Leicester Leicester Pet Dec 16 
Ord Dec 16 


Bovgsey, 8 8, Salisbury House, London wall High Court 
Pet Nov19 Ord Dec 15 : 

Bureess, Eanrst, Hendon, Licensed Victualler Barnet 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 17 

Buaerss, THomas, a. Licensed Victualler Barnet 
Pet Dec5 Ord Dec! 

CALABREZE, JACK, | ade il upon Hull, rytaq-h Merchant 
Kingston upon Hall Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 1 

CamppetL, Joun, Leeds, © ces ne on tl Leeds 

et Dec 14 Ord Dec 

Canter, Josern, tee, Staffs, Florist Birmingham 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 

Cattvers, Epwarp Mayes, Lowestoft, Fisherman Great 
Yarmouth Pet Dec 16 Ord Deo 16 

Cozniox, Hewry Josrrs, Lei , Ir g 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 16 

Evans, Evan, and Axn Jane Evans, Half Moon cres, 
Barnsb ury, Dairymen High Court Pet Dec 16 Ord 
Dec 16 

Francis, Gzoras, Biggleswade, Carpenter Bedford Pet 
Dec15 Ord Pet 15 

Hitimay, Henny J, Beckenham, Bootmaker Croydon Pet 
Nov4 Pet Dec 15 

Houtsy, Joux TxHomas, Coton in the Elms, aaa Farmer 
Burton on Trent Pet Dec15 Ord Dec 1 

Horxins, Samust, H M Prison, Stafford, Bricklayer 
Walsall Pet Decll Ord Dec 11 

Lixptey, Frep, Lower Broughton Salford Pet Dec 16 
Ord Deo 16 

MoLarey, Rossrt, Stocksfield, Northumberland, Road 
Contractor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 12] Ord Dee 12 

Some, 7 Tom, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Builder Poole Ord 


Bateman, ALFrep, Mow 
field 


= 





PF bn Percy, Holloway rd. ee Warehouseman 
High Court Pet Nov 30 Ord Dec 1 
a Joun Henry, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 


Murroy, Mape.ine, Warwick a, Kensington High 
Court Pet Nov13 Ord Dec 16 
Owex, Rosert Ricuarp, Nevin, Carnarvon, Grocer Port- 
madoc Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 16 
Oxizy, Caartes Davin, Elsecar, ¥ Barnsley, Grocer 
sley Pet Decl4 Ord Deo 1 


Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs, Notice of a 
lock in the afternoon 1 . 





claims, to 

burn, 5 FA. 
Oates, 33, 

19, directed oles for the liquidator 

of Jan 1 


Notice of | Loxpox Casamet Co, Limite 


re 
of their debts or claims, to 
ic ng | Co. 


ae the qhove-somed not 
before March 15, to 











Pgascoop, Franx Epwarp, h(a a Norfolk, Butcher 
Norwich Pet Dec5 Ord Dec 

Ross, Cuarces Arruvur, Slough, Club Proprietor Windsor 
Pet Oct 30 Ord Dec 12 


Surra, Frepericx Jonx, Derby, Baker Derby Pet Dec 
16 Ord Dec 16 
os — Leeds, Labourer York Pet Dec 15 Ord 


Sutcurre, Groner, Abertillery, Electrical Engineer 
Tredegar Pet Decl16 Ord Dec 16 

Tuomas, Davin, Lidnbradach, Gia, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Txompson, Isaac, Brierley oan, Staffs, Butcher Rochester 
Pet Dec2 Ord Dec 14 


Taomrsox, Taomas, jun. Forcett. nr Richmond, Yorks, 
Quarryman Ni Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Tipperrs, Taomas, Brackley, Ironmonger Banbury Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 


Unsworts, Esvyest, ‘Rixton nr Warrington, Licensed 
Vi ler Warrington Pet Dec 16 Ord Deo 16 
——— James, Openshaw, 5 > aa Grocer Man- 

ester t 


Wa res, Joux, Southampton row. ic Art Gallery 
Proprietor High Court Pet'Now 1 ¢ 13 — 
Wareruovss, Wiiiram, Sane. nia Victualler 

Blackburn Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 
Wiwny, Artaur Epwarp, Streatham, M tile Clerk 
Wandsworth Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 
Younc, Atrrep, Tonbrid Fruit Dealer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


Bateman, Atrrep, Mow Cop, Cheshire, Innkeeper Dec 29 
at 11.30 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, Macclesfield 
Bosrssex, 8 8, Salis House, London wall Dec 30 at 1 

Bankruptcy: bldgs, st 
Brairawaite, Tuomas, East Harlsey. nr Northallerton, 
orks, Grocer Dec30 at 11.30 Off Ree, Court chmbrs, 
Albert rd, Middlesbrough 
oy Envest, atte —— Victualler Dec 31 at 


bid 

Hendon, 1 Idee Victualler Dec 31 at 

Burtouer, Bessa Epwarp, a eeeteend on Sea, Insurance 

t Janéat2 ?—— Chelmsford 

Campssit, Jonyx, Leeds, Sa’ Manufacturer Dec 31 
at 12 Off Rec, 24, Bond st, 

Epwakrps, Wiis Avexanxper, Buttington, Welshpool, 

tgomery, Baker Dec "31 at 11.30 Off Rec, 22, 
Swan Shre 

Evans, Evan, and Ann Janz Evans, Half Moon omens, 
—a Dairymen Dec 31 at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, 

re’ 

Sussee Grorer Epwarp, Watford, Grocer Dec 30 at 3 
14, Bedford row, —- 

Fierousr, Auragp, Chapel en le Frith, Derby, Photo- 
grapher Dec 3) at 11 sar Rec, Castle chmbrs, 6, Ver- 
non st, rt 

Hatt, Ricnarp Porter, and Fraxxk Hat, Keswick, 
Cumberland, Builders Jan 4 at 3 Court house, 
Cockermouth 

Hitumay, Henry J, Beckenham, Bootmaker Dec 30 at 11.30 





Burogss, Taomas, 
2.30 Bankru 


— Daviz & Co, daddreces, and the partial 
ir! names -— addresses, 
Edgar , Brazennose et, Manchester & Dootson, Manchester, 


J on  -—— ry er 


Jan 12, James & Fore et, sol: 
the above-named ct fater chan 8 lock im thm afternoon of Jan 1 


Lrurrzp—Petn for winding up, presented 
Townroe, Badge row, solor tor the er. 


Tyrwx Vattey Cotirery, Limirep (in ye ae are 
to send their 





132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 


ames Alexander Carse, 30, Spring gdns, Manchester Crossley, Black- 


pa Pan my Bs or before Feb 15, to send 
of their debts or claims, to Mr. 


rapbemny ty yueeentad Doe directed to be heard 
io tetnen. of appearing must reach 


oo bate Bea See 


tl names and addresses, and , debts claims, to Wi 


Ducvarton Lavxper Oo., Lrurrzp—Oreditors are required, on or before Jan 13, 8, to acudntor 61, Aldermanbury. Heliiwell & Co, 


send in their na nes and addresses, with particulars of their debts or claims, to F 


bury, solors for the 


Matcotm, Breurxer & Co, loumee, (x Votuwrany leqorpegns) —Seaaes are 
on or before Jan =o and th 


names and © particulars 
J. H. ee i Wee a Hanae. 
Dec 16, directed to be heard 
Notice of @ must 
the afternoon of Jan il 
required, on or 
and the particulars of their 


than 6 o'clock 


names and 
debts or claims, to James Durie Pattullo, 65, London wall, liquidator 


sores S ee, ee Diesingham Filer Jan 1 
on 

MoLarsx, Roseart, Stockeficld. Ni Northumberland, Road 

Contractor Dec 29at 11 Off Rec, 30, Mosley st, New- 


castle on Tyne 
Matttagp, Georcs Cremert, Clavendon, Warwick, Seeds- 
man Dec 30 at 2.30 Off Reo, 8, 
aj Tom. on te aasaine’ Dorset, 
Be Midland Bank chmbrs, High st, 


- Hh 
Masters, Heney, and Georce Atrarp Masters, Hackney 
rd, a Dec 30 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 


seem Percy, Holloway rd, Mantle P ames 
Dec 31 at 11 Bankruptcy bide Carey st 
a Joux Heyry, Dec 31 at 11 Off Rec, 24, 


— Witttam tp High rd, Iiford, Florist Dec 30 
2 lord row 
Pres] Joun, Levenshalme Tom ty Maacheste Coal Merchant Dec 
31 at 2.30 Ree, Byrom Manchester 
Reriiy, Witu14™ Partaick, Hightown. , Cheshire, 
= Draper Dec 29 at 11 O Rec, 23, King 


Srxrox, ARCHIBALD, West Bergholt, Essex, Builder Jan 
2 at 11.15 pd hg reg 
by Farm, Moor, Guek 


—-* —— Cleator ~ 
8 J be 29 aaa as Guar Labou oy "2 t3 
. =. OHN, ver a! 
Off ig ep eellingtiat Yorks, Labo pl, York 
Tsomas, Davip, Lianbradach, Glam, Draper Dec 30 at 
10.30 Off Rec, Post Office chmbrs, Pontypridd 
Txompson, Tomas, jun, Forcett, nr Richmond, Yorks, 
Dec 30 at 12 Of Ree, Goat aoe, 


bert rd, 
Watrer, Prop Conttenpin ~~ pee tien 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Asser, Joux Wituam, Crewton, Derby, Greengrocer 
Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 14 
Acramas, Joun ALexaxpgR VICTOR, Stiet, Tailor’s 
Catter Derby Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 
Eaton, Derby, Architect Derby 


ALD AstLey, Great Winchester st, Financier 
Court a Pet Oct 21 Ord Dac 12 

Basyerr, Witt, Liangefni, Anglesey, Watchmaker 

Pet Des 14 Ord Dec 14 ‘ 

Bastasis, P nda North Portsmouth, Builder 
Portamouth Pet Decl4 Ord Dec lé 

Baremay, Atrrep, Mow oom Innkeeper Maccles- 
field Pet Dect4 Ord 


Bateman, Leowanp Newsox, oO Paul’s, Bristol, Clothier 
Bristol Pet Nov5 Deo 15 
Barss, Sans ALFRED, Leicester Pet Dec 16 


CaLasaeze, z scr, pou Hal et =a lyn Py mah Merchant ™ 


CAMPBELL, og Leeds, Sausage Man 
minty t= Ord Dec 14 

Cartr a, Harborne, Staffs, Florist Birminghsm 
Pet Ord Dee 15 
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Duemors, Eviru, and Josrrn Laxs, Opensbaw, Manchester, 


Fra G a Bigclowad ie Cooper Dotkect Pet 
wes, Grorar leswade, 01 e 
Dec 15 Ord Dec 15 

Gireeet Francis, Broad st pl, Agent High Court 

10 Ord Dec 15 
Hewurses, Reowwatp Tarratr, and Atrsep Osnorn 
neg! Lary Ludgate hill, Cigar Merchants High Court 

Pet Sept 29 Ord Dec 12 
Hoursy, Fate bere anor gg hy on ‘ the Elms, Det, Farmer 

on Trent Ord Dec 


Horses 8 Danses. HM "Prine, Stafford, Bricklayer Waleall 
Pet Dell Ord Dee 11 
Lzappsarer, Tom, em nr Leeds, Engineer Leeds 
Pet June 3 Ord De 
ARD, CHARLES, Birainghem, 7 Action Filer Bir- 
mingham Pet Dec? Ord Dec 1 
MoLarey, Roser, Stocksfield, Northumberland, Road 
Contractor Newcastle on Tyne Pet Dec 12 Ord Dec 15 
Martuagp. Grorcr Ciement, Claverdon. ae Seeds- 
men Warwick Pet Nov18 Ord Deo 
am Tom, Upper Parkstone, Dorset, Builder Poole Ord 
1 


eas ee Hauwry, Leeds Leeds Pet Dec 15 Ord Dec 


Oxuizy, Cwanies Davin, Elsecar, nr Barnsley, Grocer 
Barnsley Pet Dec 14 Ord Deo 14 
—, Heresert Sraxiey, West soy A Pinner, Builder 


Pet Sept 3 Ord Dec 1 

Powwatt, Witttam Cores, Bouthpor, Confectioner 
Liverpool Pet Dec12 Ord De 

Pursstox, Sir Jonn Henry, Whiteball court High Court 
Pet March 3 d Dec 9 

Roserts, Saran Evrzanetu, Edgbaston, Popiaiom, Ege 
Dealer Birmingham Pet Decl0 Od 

Rosrws, Arrrur —— Hove, Sussex Hick Court Pet 
Oct 13 Ord Dec 1 

Rotnovse, Lewis, Barking rd, a Y Town, Hosier 

Court Pet Nov19 Ord Dec1 
pane tay Jonx, Derby, Baker * Derby Pet Dec 16 


16 
Fuirn, Jonx, eee, Leeds, Labourer York Pet 
Dec 15 Ord Deo 15 


Sritt, Jonw James, Fulbam, Provision Merchant High 
Court Pet Nov17 Ord Dec 16 

Surcurrs, Grorar, Abertillervy, Mon, Electrical Engineer 
Tredegar Pet Dec16 rd Dec 16 

Sweeney, Rosert, Mors Side, Manchester, Peshiog Case 

Maker Manchester Pet Nov27 Ord Dee1 

Tnomas, Davin, Lianbradach, Glam, Draper Pontypridd 
Pet Dee 15 Ord Dec 15 

Tuomrsox, Tuomas, jun, Forcett, nr Richmond, Yorks, 

orthallerton Pet Dec14 Ord Dee 14 

Tuomsox, Jonxn Henry, New am, Sussex, Grocer 
Brigh' Pet Nov 98 Ord Deo 1 

Treretts. Toomas, Brackley, te ME Banbury Pet 


Dee 15 Ord Dec 15 
Tortix. Grorce ae Mersea omen Wealdstone 
arrington, Licensed 


Pet Nov7 Ord Dec 

Useworrn, Eaxest, Rixton, nr Wa 
Victualler Warrington Pet Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Voxtns, James Giiery, York st; Baker st High Court 
Pet Oct 20 Ord Dec 14 

Waxes, Autrrep Ernest, and Eowarp Manrsnatt 
WALKER, a, Leet Pianoforte Dealers Bradford Pet 
Nov 16 Ord Deo 15 

Watxer, James, Openshaw, gree Grocer Man- 
chester Pet Dec 14 Ord Dec 1 

Warernovuse, Witt, ‘Aeerhagton, ae Victualler 
Blackburn Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec! 

Werartueeiey, Herry, Rusthall, Tunbridge Wells, Baker 
Tunbridg: 


Haw 


e@ Wells Pet Dec8 Ord Deo 
Winsy, Artave Epwarp, ac i, Streatham, 
— Wandsworth Pet Deci6 Ord Dec 


Woops, hae og Freemason’s rd, Custom sot, Boot 
High Court Pet Oct 24 Ord Dec 1 
Youna, A.rrev, Tonbridge, Fruit Dealer “Tunbridge 
Wella Pet Dec12 Ord Dec 12 
Amended Notice substituted for that published i in the 
London Gazette of Dec 8 
Bisyry, Gronaz Gortoy, Catford, Flour Fact or Croydon 
Pet Nov 28 Ord Dec 
London Gazette.—Turspay, Dec 22. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Apvame, Jons Witu1am. Bournemouth, Builder Poole Pet 
18 Ord Dec 18 


Arrieox, James, Higham Ferrers, Northampton WNorth- 
ampton Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 
Atpeiwer, Asset Joux. Pret, Wilts, Publican 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Deo 
Barer, Tuomas, Church — Salop, Painter Shrews- 
Pet Dec 16 Ord Dec 16 
Betsix, Faspericx, Penryn, Cornwall, Baker Truro Pet 
Dec17 Ord Dec 17 


Pooproror, Sypvey, ae Henry Batpwin Licutsowy, 
Jewellers Bolton Pet Nov23 Ord Dec 16 
Ducons, Bf, Maatm, Heckmondwike, Rag M t Dews- 
Pet Dec 1 Dec 17 
Crace, Tomas, Lancaster, Smith Preston Pet Dec 18 
Ord Dec 18 


Davsy, Agruur Grecory, Maindee, Newport, Mon 
ae ha Engineer Newport, io | Pet Dec 16 


Jouzs, Huez, 


Sei os tf Bridgend, Confectioner 
- lig Besinghall at, Deol Merchant High 
Dec 5 Ord Deo 18 
verisiau, Blaenau Frvtinion Merioneth, 
etaactis 
Pet Dec17 Ord hosts 


Duaze: — Tifracombe, Devon, Baker Barnstaple Pet 
8 Ord Deo 18 
Cardiff 
Pet Deo 17 Ord Deo 17 7 
G. BH Mg? md = Oren Esse 
aN, Hoos Mortimer, est Mersea. . Build 
Colchester Pet i 2 vi! 
Garrvitas, Wituram Powett, Fore st, U Eonenien, 
Grocer Court. Pet Dec3 Ord 
Pet. Dec 17 Oat Dea. 3 
Jonzs, Joun, es. Blaenau Fi 
Jonzs | Festiniog, Merioneth, Quarr 
Rockman oy Pet Deci7 Ord Dec 17 . 


Lavericx, ‘Cuantes Oswatp, Footer, pepe, Corn 
Merchant Durham Pet Dec& Ord Dec 1 
ia ee Leeds, Grocer Leeds Pet Deo 16 Ord 
6 


Luvenam, James Wri114M, Sheffield, Fish Dealer Sheffield 
Pet Deo 18 Ord Deo 18 

McDganmip, Grorer, South Shiel Pane of Music Dec 31 at 3.30 Off Rec, B st, Manchester 
Newcastleon Tyne Pet Deot Dec 16 Faenxtt, Juuivs, fi st, Somes Merchant 

Murrow, Aetaur Witt, Blackwater, Seeeet, Toeplate atil Bankro ‘d 
Maker ‘Truro Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 


ag See A 

Gapwick, Fraxx jxme Cheltenham, Tailor Dec 

Nicxotis, Cuaries Enngst, Ridge Wollaston, Stourbridge, 2.30 Coun Court bldgs, Cheltenbam ey 
Commission Agent Stourbridge Pet Dec 18 Ord | ert oe a Rotherham, Foc, Santee Dec 


Cacasreze, Jack, Sunbury bidge, Shoreditch, 
Merchant Jan 2 at 2.30 Off Rec, York City 
chmbrs, Lowgate, Hull 

Daytixt, Rowsatp Anaus Daterupte, Oulton Broad, § 
Doctor Dec 30 at 1 OF Bes, Sine. Noi 

Duemors, ipeneukieure Laxz, Menche: F 





ff Rec, Figtree ln, 

Pian 5 P, ae Sheen, Builders Wandeworth | Gairritas, WiL114M Powstt, Fore st Upper Ed 
Grocer Jan 1 at 2.30 ptey bidgs, C; 
Houpsox, gr ee Widow D 
at 2.30 u corpora’ w Society R 

Tmperial arcade, New st, Huddersfield 

Jones, Jonn Rosesr, Bethesda, Bootmaker Dee 80.at % 
British Hotel, Bangor 

Keer, Rosert wee ton, Commission Agent 
80at12 Off R ec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 3 

Law th aes Standon, Hertford Janiat3 14, Bedf 


Senn w wieed: Tredegar, Mon, Colliery Timberman Deg 
80 at 11 Off Rec. 144. Commercial st, Newport, Mon 
Levy, Aeneas Leeds, Grocer Dec 31 at 11.30 Off 
'? . 8 - 
Murpuy. Mape.ise, Warwick gdns, {Kensington Jan1 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st i 
Ory, Louis Harry, Leigh on Sea, Essex, 
Clerk Jan4ati2 14 Bedford row 
Owen, Wituram, Chwiloe, Carnarvon, Builder 
1.30 Tower Hotel, Pwllheli 
Oxtry, Cuarntes Davin, Eles:ar, nr Parnsley, Grocer D 
3)at1030 Off Rec, 7, t st, Barnsley q 
Perxixs, W T, Church path, South yeh Builder Jan F 
ati2 14, 4, Bedford row 
er P. & & Son. East Sheen, Surrey, Builder Jan J t 
11.30 182, York rd, Westminster Bridge j 
vious. Wits Corners, Southport, Confectig ‘ 
Janiatil Off Rec, 35, Victoria at, Liverpool 7 
Roserts, Saran Evizaseru, Edgbaston, Birmingham, 
ler Jani at12 191, Corporation st, Birmingh 
Scuwase, Mavaice Saris, Strand, + aaa Dealer 
7at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey 
Sze.ic, Lours, Hillsborough, yg Heath Dec 30 at 
132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 
Smits, iF A, High rd, jmewg > ‘ailor Jan 1 at ye 
132, 


York rd, Westminster nee 
Sure Freperick Joux, Derby, er Jan 5 at 3 Of 
Dee, 47, Full st, Derby 
Smita, Stepuex, and Acsgrt Loxspaue Woop, Sheffield, 
Makers Dec 80 at 12 Off Rec, Figtree im 
Sheffield 4 
Soromox, Israzt, Hope st, Whitechape), Milk Contractor 
Jen 7atl1l1 Bankru bldgs, Carey 
Sucprn, Joszrn Cutip, Idle, Bradford, Butcher Dec Slat © 
ll Off Ree, 12, Duke st, Biadf ord’ 
SwseEvey, Ropert, Moss Side. Manchester, Packing © Case 
taker Dec3l at3 Off Rec, Byrom st, ene 7 
Tostanp, Luoy Mary, Holloway rd Dec 30 at 12 132, 7 
York rd, Westminster Bridge P 
Turnes, Joszra RiowARp, Littlehampton, Insurance Agent i 
Jan 14 at 10.30 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bldga, Ly pee q 


bag =e Ernest, Rixton, nr Warrington, : 
ietualler. Dec 31 at 2.45 Off Rec, Byrom st, Mam. © 


oneal ser 

Vaucuax, Davip Jouy, Tredegar, Builder Dec 31 at 12 
Off Reo, 144, sear ~~ gag Newport, Mon 

"ALFRp, Epwarp Marsuat, WALKEa, 

ford, Piagoforte Dealers Dec 30 at 11 Off Reo, | 

12, Duke ‘st, Bradford 

Watxen, pa ad Openshaw, ees, Grocer Dec3lat | 

3.45 Off Ree, Byrom st, Mancheste a 

‘Waker, Wits, Worcester, Licensed Victualler Deo 
30 at 11.30 Off Ree, 11, Co: n st, Worcester 

Werses.tey, Henry, Rusthall, Tun ridge Wells, Baker 
Jan ll. at 11 Mr C J Parris’ Offices, 67, High st, 
Tunbridge Wells 

We.steap, Stepuen Jorzru, Bournemouth, Builder Des 
$1 at 12 158, Old Christchurch rd, Bournemouth 

Wires, P, ington, Kent, Cabinet Maker Dec 31 at 
12 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge ; 

Wi tas, Jann, Vottygelynen, Lianfihangel, Glyn he ; 

Denbigh, Farmer Dec 3lat 2 Owen Glyndwr _ 

Corwen 

Wixsy, Anrnur Epwasp, Streatham, Mercantile Clerk 
Dec 31 at 11.30 132, York rd, Westminster Bridge 

Youre, At Frep, bridge, Fruit Dealer Jan 11 at 1115 

C J Parris’ Offices,67, High st, Tunbridge Wells 


& Sor, 
Pet Aug 18 abe 
PRiTOHARD, a ratuneastimedinenil, Spee, Larne 
Victualler Bangor Pet Deo 19 Ord Dec 
Scuwass, Mavricg Suis, Strand, Machinery Ricken High 
Court Pet Sept 29 Ord Dec 17 
Scriven, Epwarp J, Baron’s ct, wes Kensingten High 
Court Pet Bept 21 Ord Dee 1 
Sreuic, Louis, Bibsbareush. ‘heoott Heath, Berks 
Kingston, Surrey Pet Sept3 Ord Dec8 


comes, Grorcz Darwixcton. epee: av Court of | 


Appeal Pet July 14 Ord Nov 1 

Suits, FA, High ri, vty Tailor Wandsworth 
Pet Novié Ord Dec 17 

Syetirse, Arruur Wiiram, Ledbury, Hereford, Carrier 
Gloucester Pet Dec 17 Ord Dec 17 

Soromon, Israzt, Hope st, Whitechapel, Milk Contractor 
High Court Pet Dec 5 Ord Dec 1 

Sproat, Wii.1am Axprew, Ponder’s End, Corn Merchant 
Edmonton Pet Dec17 Ord Dee 17 

Svueney, Josep Onitp, Idle, Bradford, Butcher Brad- 
ford Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 18 

Tostanp, Lucy Mary, Bollevey rd Croydon Pet Oct 27 
Ord Dec 16 

Tritt, Taomas, eer sy _— Green, Builder Edmon: 
ton Pet Dec 18 Ord De 

ier ae Cheltenham. MCheltenham Pet Nov 26 

rd Dec 17 

Tuawer, Josepn Ricwarp, LNegierien, Insurance Agent 
Brighton Pet Dee 18 Ord Dec 

Warren, Taomas CHARLES, Biggleowade, Butcher Bedford 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Watson, Atsert Tsomas, Grange Farm, Clavering, Essex, 
Labourer Cambridge Pet Dec18 Ord Dec 1 

WEtstzap, StepHen Josern, Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet Dec 18 Ord Dec 18 

Fort Orpington, Cabinet Maker Croydon Pet Dec5 

ec 17 

Witxre, Rosrrr Ivo, and Hersert Haumonp, Plumtree, 
Notts, Builders Nottingham Pet Dec 17 Dec 17 

WittraMms, Grorcr, Worcester, Boatman Worcester Pet 
Dec16 Ord Dec 16 

Yatrs, James Rronarp, Lye, nr Sesnteiige, Draper 
Stourbridge Pet Nov 27 Ord Dec 


FIRST aide, 

Assey, Jou~ Wittiam, Crewton. Derby, Greengrocer 
Jan5at12 Off Rec, 47, Fullst, Derby 

Aoramay, Jonn ALEXANDER Vicror, Bradford, Tailor’s 
Cutter Jan5 at11 Off Rec, 47, Full st, Derby 

Apams, Jonw Witrram, Bournemouth, Builder Dec 31 
at 11,30 158, Oid Christ ch rnemow 

Arrieck, Jamre, Highgm Ferrers, Noathampton Jan 2 
at12 Off Rec, Bridge st, te remy 

Asnsy, Franors ‘Henry, Georg: a Dec 30 
at 3 94, High st, Barnstaple 

es Tuomas, Church Atretton, feb Painter Jan 2 

11.30 Off Rec, 22, Swan hill, Shrewsbury 

Samm, James, Newcast le under Lyme. Staffs, Earthenware 
Manufacturer Dec 31 at 11.30 Off Rec, King st, New- 
castle. Staffs 

Batuarp, Peroy, Long Eaton, Derby, Architect Dec 30 at 
11 Off Ree, 47, Full st, Derby 

BasTABLe, Grorcr, Portsmouth, "Builder Jan 1 at3 Off 
Rec, Cambridge j junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Bates, James AlreEp, Leicester Jan 1 at 12 Off Ree, 
1, Berridge st, Leicester 

BEwTon, Bensamrw Tomas, Darlaston, Staffs,Carter Jan 
1at 11.30 Off Rec Wolverhampton 

Bissixes, Samugy Arsert, Maridon, Devon, Tripe Dresser 
Dec 30 at 2,15 Gerston Hotel, Paignton 

Bopprxotox, Sypwey. and Hexry BAaLpwix Licutsown, 
Rhyl. Flint, Jewellers Dec 30 at 3 Ruskin chmbrs, 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Brap.ry, A.zert Epwarp, Scarborough, Accountant Dec 
30 at4 Off Rec, 48, Westborough. Searbo rough 

Conga JosErnH, Harborne, Staffe, Florist Jan 1 at 2.30 
191, Corporation st, Birmingham 





Commer 
Jan 2'i 


WALKER, 
Bradf 





The Oldest Insurance 
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Copied from Policy dated 1726. 


PERSONAL ACCIDENT, 
SICKNESS and DISEASE, 
PIDELITY GUARANTEE, 
BURGLARY, 


Office in the World. 


] N FIRE OFFICE 


FOUNDED 1710, 


Heap Orrice: 
63, THREADNEEDLE ST., E.C, 





Insurances effected against the folfmwing risks :— 


FIRE. 

WORKMEN'S COMPENSATION 
and EMPLOYERS’ LIABILITY 
including ACCIDENTS TO 
DOMESTIC SERVANTS. 


Law Courts Branch: 40, CHANCERY LANE, 
A, W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


FUNDS IN HAND 


£2,764,234. 





